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STATUS   OF  DEVELOR-IENT,   PUBLIC  b  PRIVATE 
Boston  Developcent   Program 


Project   No.       R-50 
Roxbury-North   Dorchesta: 
GNRP  Area 


STATUS  OF  DEVELOPMENT  PRCGR/i-I  ACTIVITIES 


SCHEDULE 


FILLED   IN 


;'    y/N-;        Begin        |         End  : 

' !  ■•  ■■yS)sX,    !  ■  Act  :  ■'  iE.q  fa      ■  Ac t^  ■■,      Inj t.i s  JsLyVin iei 
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I.      GNRP  !J 

A)  Application  p 

B)  Coapletion  'i 

C)  Approval  ij 

II.     Project    see   attachment  si 

A)       S   £.  P  j; 
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1)      Approval   of  ! 

Application  ]| 

a)  BRA  \\ 

b)  City  ij 

c)  State  I' 

d)  Federal 


11-60 


4-55 
i 


3,5: 


I12-66    )  j  '\ 

1-65  j  !i    )RFR      1 1/1 0/6-4 

7-65(  ,:  j  .1 


2)   Survey  &   Planning  '■[ 

B) 

Early  Land  Acquis 
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Plan  Approval 
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STATUS  OF  DEITZLOH-IENT,  PUBLIC  &   PRIVATE 
Boston  Development  Program 


Project  No, 
Madison  Par3< 


STATUS  OF  DEI"SL0F:-'.'-NT  PRCGR/:-!  ACTIVITIES 


SCHEDULE  Ii 
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STATUS  OF  DEVELOE-IENT,   PUBLIC  o-  PRIVATE 
Boston  Developcent   Program 


Project   No. 
Lower    Roxbury 


STATUS  0?  DEVELOPMENT  PROGR/I'i  ACTIVITIES 


II. 


AREA: 


SCHEDULE 


FILLED    IN 


:;    Y/N;;        Begin 
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STATUS  OF  DEVELOH'iENT,,  PUBLIC  a  PRIVATE 
Boston  Development  Program 


Project  No. 
Highland  Park 
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STATUS  OF  DEVELOPl-iENT,  PUBLIC  a   PRIVATE 
Boston  Development  Program 
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Project   No. 

North  Dorchester 


STATUS  OF  DEVELOPMENT  PROGR/J-i  ACTIVITIES 


AREA: 


SCHEDULE 
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Y/N; 
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PROPOSED   BUDGET   AHD   CAPITAL   GRAiMT   REQUIREMEImTS    :    WORTH  DORCHESTER 


( 

INTER-OFFICE  COMMUNICATION 


TO 
AT 

FROM 
AT 

ATTENTION: 
SUBJECT 


) 


Form  approved  \ 

Budget    Bureau   No.    63-R725.6  / 


H-627 

(2-61) 


HOUSING     AND     HOME     FINANCE     AGENCY 

URBAN  RENEWAL   ADMINISTRATION 

PROdECT     LOCALITY 

BOSTON,     MASSACHUSETTS 

^                  SURVEY    AND    PLANNING    BUDGET 

PROJECT  NAME        NORTH    DORCHESTER 
URBAN    RENEWAL   AREA 

INSTRUCTIONS;       Initial    Budget:      Prepare    original    and    5    cop  if s    for    HHFA. 
Submit    original     and    2    copies    in    Binder   No.     1,     copies    in   Binders   No.     2,     3, 
and    i.       Revised   Budget:       //    vith    amendatory    application,     follotc    "Initial 
Budget"     ins  true  t ions.       Otherwise,     submit    original    and    2    copies    to    HHFA. 

PROJECT    NUMBER    (if    known) 

BUDGET    NUMBER 

DATE 

S   OF  HHFA   BUDGET  APPROVALS    (Complete    for    revision    only) 

t    Approved    Rudfret     fNn.             ),                                                        .19 

ACTIVITY    CLASSIFICATION 

TO    BE   COMPLETED   BY   LPA 

TO   BE   FILLED 
IN    BY   HHFA 

USE    ONLY    FOR    REVISED    BUDGETS 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED    FOR 

LINE 
NO. 

LATEST    APPROVED 
BUDGET 

(  a) 

ADJUSTMENT 
(+    or  -) 

(  b) 

BUDGET 
•APPROVED    FOR 

'  d) 

1 

AlfvnNISTRATION: 

S 

s 

i  296,965 

$ 

a.    ADKflNISTRATIVE  OVERHFAD  AND  SEPVICES    (R   1410.01, 
R   1410.09,    R   1410.16,    R   1410.19,    R   141fi) 

b.    TRAVEL   (R  1410.05) 

5,000 

2 

OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQUIFMENT    (R  1476) 

7,500 

3 

LEGAL  SERVICES    (R   1410.024,    R   1415.01) 

9,340 

4 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING    (R  1410.021,    R  1430) 

206,465 

J 

1  LAND  SURVEYS  AND  APPRAISALS    (R  1410.022,    R  1410. 02R, 
R   1440.02,    R   1440.04,    R   1440.05,    R   1446.01) 

190,712 

fi 

RELOCATION  PLANNING    (R   1410.023,    R  1443.01) 

45,625 

7 

SUBTOTAL 

761,607 

8 

RESERVE  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

129,534 

9 

TOTAL   (Line    7   plus    8) 

$ 

s 

$  891,141 

$ 

10 

PROJECT  INSFECTICW  l''EE    (R  1418) 

5,570 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 
(Line    9   plus    10) 

$ 

i 

$  896,711 

$ 

Appi 
here 

■oval    of    the   Survey   and    Planning   Budget    in    the    amounts    and    for    the    time    period    shown    in   Column    (c)     is 
by    requested. 

Date 

BOSTON   REDEVELOPMENT   AUTHORITY 

Signature    of   Author  i  zed  Officer 

DEVELOPMENT   ADMINISTRATOR 

Local    Pub  I ic    Agency 

/t(/e 

The 
The 

Survey    and    Planning    Budget    is    hereby    approved    in    the    amounts    and  for  the  time  period    shown    in    Column     (d) 
nuthnrixed    activities    shall    be    completed    bv                                               .     19            . 

Date 

Re  eional     Director    of    Urban    Renewal .     Reg 

inn 

'         ° 

FMLBn-Wasnington,    O.    C 


c 


) 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION 
PROJECT  NO.  MASS.  R- 

North  Dorchester  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Boston,  Massachusetts 


BINDER  NO. 


SUBMISSION  DATEi 


ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


1.   Project  Expenditures 

(a)  Planning  Costs 

(b)  Administration  Costs 

(c)  Property  Acquisition 

(d)  Project  Improvements 

(e)  Other   Costs 

(f)  Subtotal 


=      $28,223,572 


2.   Local  Non-Cash  Grants-in-Aid 

(a)  Land  Donations 

(b)  Demolition  and  Remova] 

(c)  Project  Improvements 

(d)  Public  Facilities 

(e)  Other 

(1)  "107"  Credits  — 

(2)  "112"  Credits  — 


+  75,000 
+  4,493,275 
+  10,430,825 


(3)   Subtotal 
(f)   Subtotal 

3.  Gross  Project  Cost 

4.  Land  Disposal  Proceeds 

5.  Net  Project  Cost 

6.  Minimum  Local  Contribution  (1/3  of  Line  5) 


CODE  NO.  R-  121 


$         896,711 

+ 

2,822,730 

+ 

15,108/852 

4,493,275 

+ 

4,902,004 

$  28,223,572 


=  $14,999,100    +   $14,999,'l0b 


=   $43,222,672 

1,485,179 

=   $41,737,493 

=   $13,912,498 


(table  continued  on  next  page...) 


-  -  aCV^7 


^"T^ 


(...table  continued  from  preceding  page) 


North  Dorchester  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Survey  and  Planning  Application 


ESTIMATE  OP  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


7.  Net  Project  Cost  541,737,493 

8.  Local  Non  Cash  Grants-  in  Aid 

(a)  City  $  4,585,006 

(b)  State 

(1)  Urban  Renewal   $7,057,899 

(2)  School      +    3,135,440 

(3)  Highway     -f 220,755 

(4)  Subtotal    r;   I074T4,094   +   10,414,094 


(c)  Subtotal  =  $14,999,100.  $14,999,100 

9.   Project  Capital  Grant  (Line  7  minus  Line  8)     =?"•  26  738  393 

10.   Relocation  Grant 

(a)  Title  1  $  ,,g^Qoo 

(b)  Highway  + 


(c)   Subtotal  =$  979,800  +       979,800 


11.   Total  Federal  Capital  Grant  =$   27,718,193 


RTKtgmh 
1  7  65 


^(^^ti^^P^ 
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PROPOSED  BUDGET  MD  CAPITAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENTS  :  HIGHLAND  PARK 


INTER-OFFICE  COMMUNICATION 


TO 
AT 

FROM 
AT 

ATTENTION: 
SUBJECT 


^ 


Form  approved 
Budget  Bureau  No.  63-R725.6 


") 


H-627 

(2-61) 


HOUSING  AND  HOME  FINANCE  AGENCY 

URBAN  RENEWAL   ADMINISTRATION 
SURVEY    AND    PLANNING    BUDGET 


INSTRUCTIONS:       Initial  Budget:  Prepare    original    and    5  cop  its  for    HHFA. 
Submit    original     and    2  copies    in    Binder   No.     1,     copies    in   Binders   No.     2,  J, 
and    It,       Revised  Budget:  If    with    amendatory    appl  ieation,     follow    "Initial 
Budget"     ins  true  t ions.       Otherwise,     submit    original    and    2  copies    to    HHFA. 


PROJECT  LOCALITY 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 


PROJECT  NAME 


HIGHLAND  PARK 
URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 


PROJECT  NUMBER  (if    known) 


BUDGET  NUMBER 


DATES  OF  HHFA  BUDGET  APPROVALS  (Complete    for    revision    only) 

Budget  No.  1,  .19  Latest  Approved  Budget  (No ), 


..    19- 


LINE 
NO. 


ACTIVITY    CLASSIFICATION 


ADMINISTRATION: 


a.    ADMINISTRATIVE  OVERHFjU)  AND  SERVICES    (R   1410.01, 
R   1410.09,    R   1410.16,    R   1410.19.    R   1416) 


b.    TRAVEL    (R  1410.05) 


OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQDIFMEOT    (R  1476) 


LEGAL  SERVICES    (R  1410.024,    R  1415.01) 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING    (R  1410.021,    R  1430) 


IWlAND  SURVEYS  AND  APPRAISALS    (R  1410.022,    R  1410.028, 
R   1440.02,    R   1440.04,    R   1440.05,    R   1445.01) 


10 


11 


RELOCATION  PLANNING  (R  1410.023,  R  1443.01) 


SUBTOTAL 


RESERVE  AND  CONTINGENCIES 


TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  LPA 


USE  ONLY  FOR  REVISED  BUDGETS 


LATEST  APPROVED 
BUDGET 

{  b) 


ADJUSTMENT 
(+  or  -) 


(  b) 


TOTAL  (Line    7  plus   8) 


PROJECT  INSPECTIffl^  FEE   (R  1418) 


TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 
(Line    9   plus    10) 


BUDGET 
REQUESTED    FOR 

30 


MONTHS 


(   o) 


TO  BE  FILLED 
IN  BY  HHFA 


BUDGET 
APPROVED  FOR 


.MONTHS 


'  i) 


$     268,654 


3,500 


5,000 


5,300 


120,455 


72,482 


29,335 


499,726 


88,575 


$     588,301 


3,234 


$     591,535 


Approval  of  the  Survey  and  Planning  Budget  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (c)  is 
nereby  requested. 


Date 


BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

Local   Public   Agency 


Signature    of   Authorized   Officer 

DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATOR 


I  H  le 


The  Survey  and  Planning  Budget  is  hereby  approved  in  the  amounts  and  f  or  t he  t  ime  per iod  shown  in  Column  (d) 
The  authorixed  activities  shall  be  completed  by ,  19 . 


Date 


Regional    Director    of   Urban   Renewal.    Region. 


KHLBQ-Waanington,   D.  C. 


o 


o 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION 
PROJECT  NO.  MASS.  R- 

Highland  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


BINDER  NO. 


SUBMISSION  DATE J 


ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


CODE  NO.  R-  121 


Project  Expenditures 

(a)  Planning  Costs 

(b)  Administration  Costs   + 

(c)  Property  Acquisition  + 

(d)  Project  Improvements 

(e)  Other  Costs  + 


591,535 

945,600 

4,936,,80a 

1,331,740 

2,077,961- 


(f)   Subtotal 


=   $  9,883,636 


Local  Non-Cash  Grants- in-Aid 

(a)  Land  Donations 

(b)  Demolition  and  Remova] 

(c)  Project  Improvements 

(d)  Public  Facilities 

(e)  Other 

(1)  "107"  Credits   — 

(2)  "112"  Credits   ~ 


+  25,000 
+  l,33r,  740 
+  3,971,725 


=  $5,328,465 


(3)   Subtotal 
(f)   Subtotal 

3.  Gross  Project  Cost 

4.  Land  Disposal  Proceeds 

5.  Net  Project  Cost 

6.  Minimum  Local  Contribution  (1/3  of  Line  5) 


$  9,883,636 


+  5,328,465  ' 
=  $15,2i2,101 
730,834 
=  $14,481,267 
=   $  4,827,089 


(tab.ie  continued  on  next  page...) 


c 


(...table  continued  from  preceding  page) 

Highland  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Survey  and  Planning  Application 


ESTIMATE  OP  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


7.  Net  Project  Cost  $  14,481,267 

8.  Local  Non  Cash  Grants- in  Aid 

(a)  City  $  2,062,920 

(b)  State 

(1)  Urban  Renewal   $  2,413,545 

(2)  School      +      852,000 

(3)  Highway     + 

(4)  Subtotal    T  J. 

2  265,545  +    3,265,545 


(c)  Subtotal  =  $  5,328,465.  -  5,328,465 

9.   Project  Capital  Grant  (Line  7  minus  Line  8)    t="5^.'  9,152  802 

10.   Relocation  Grant 

(a)  Title  1  $  221,400 

(b)  Highway  + 


(c)   Subtotal  =$221,400   +       221,400 


11.   Total  Federal  Capital  Grant  =$    9,374,202 


RTKrgroh 
1  7  65 


'•>, 


PROPOSED  BUDGET  AND  CAPITAL  GRAWT  REQUIREMENTS  s  LOWER  ROXBURY 


INTER-OFFICE  COMMUNICATION 


TO 

AT 

FROM 
AT 

ATTENTION: 
SUBJECT 


'                   Budget 

Form  approved                                  ) 
Bureau   No.    e3-R726.6                  ' 

H-627 

(2-61) 

HOUSING     AND     HOME     FINANCE     AGENCY 
URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 

•^                 SURVEY    AND    PLANNING    BUDGET 

PROJECT     LOCALITY 

BOSTON,    MASSACHUSETTS 

PROJECT  NAME        LOWER    ROXBURY 
URBAN   RENEWAL   AREA:     "ALL" 

INSTRUCTIONS:       Initial    Budgett      Prepare    original     and    5    copies    for    HHFA. 
Submit    original     and    2    copies    in    Binder   No.     i,     copies    in    Binders   No.     2,     J, 
and    i.       Revised    Budget;       //    vith    amendatory    application,    follov    "Initial 
Budget"     ins  true  t  ions.       Othervi  se ,     submit    original     and    2    copies    to    HHFA. 

PROJECT    NUMBER    (if    known) 

BUDGET    NUMBER 

)ATR3   OF   HHFA   BUDGCT  APPROVALS   (Complete    for    revision    only) 
RnHirot     Nn       1                                                                .    1«                                           IntoR 

t    Apprnv«d    Rudiret     fNo.              ),                                                           .19 

INE 
10. 

ACTIVITY    CLASSIFICATION 

TO    BE   COMPLETED   BY   LPA 

TO    BE    FILLED 
IN    BY    HHFA 

USE    ONLY    FOR    REVISED    BUDGETS 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED    FOR 

^        unwTH^ 
f  c) 

LATEST    APPROVED 
BUDGET 

(  si 

ADJUSTMENT 
(+    or  -) 

f  b) 

BLDGET 
APPROVED    FOR 

unwTM^ 

'  d) 

1 

ADMINISTRATION: 

J 

s 

J    190,376 

$ 

a.    ADNflNISTRATIVE  OVERHFAD  AND  SEPVICFS    (R   1410.01, 
R   1410.09.    R   1410. IG.    R   1410.19,    R   141fi) 

b.    TRAVEL   (R  1410.06) 

3,500 

2 

OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQDIFK^ENT    (R   1475) 

5,000 

3 

LEGAL  SERVICES    (R   1410.024.    R   1416.01) 

3,420 

4 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING    (R  1410.021,    R  1430) 

127,080 

^LAND  SURVEYS  AND  APPRAISALS    (R  1410.022,    R  1410. 02R, 
R   1440.02,    R    1440.04,    R   1440.06,    R   1446.01) 

112,436 

6 

RELOCATION  PIANNING    (R  1410,023,    R  1443.01) 

20,160 

7 

SUBTOTAL 

461,972 

8 

RESERVE  AND  CONTINGFJJCIES 

129,323 

9 

TOTAL  (Line    7  plus   S) 

$ 

$ 

$    591,295 

$ 

10 

PROJECT  INSFECTim  mh)    (R  1418) 

3,006 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGETT 
(Line    9    plus    10) 

$ 

$ 

$    594,301 

$ 

Appi 
tierc 

•oval    of    the    Survey   and    Planning   Budget    in    the   amounts    and    for    the    time    period    shown    in   Column    (c)     is 
by    requested. 

Date 

BOSTON   REDEVELOPMENT   AUTHORITY 

Signatur e    of   Authorized   Officer 

DEVELOPMENT   ADMINISTRATOR 

Local    Public   Agency 

1  it  ie 

The 
The 

3 

Survey    and    Planning   Budget    is    hereby    approved    in    the    amounts    and  for  the  time  period    shown    in    Column     (d) 
authoriied    activities    shall    be    cnmnleted    bv                                               .     19            . 

1 

Date 

FHLnB-WaBnington.    D     C 


J 


) 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION 
PROJECT  NO.  MASS.  R- 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewal  Area: 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority- 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


Air 


BINDER  NO. 


SUBMISSION  DATE: 


ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


CODE  NO.  R-  121 


3, 

4, 
5, 
6, 


Project  Expenditures 

(a)  Planning  Costs 

(b)  Administration  Costs 

(c)  Property  Acquisition 

(d)  Project  Improvements 

(e)  Other  Costs 

(f)  Subtotal 


$        594,301 

+ 

541,232 

+ 

8,498,204 

+ 

3,220,021. 

=   $  12,853,758 


Local  Non-Cash  Grants- in-Aid 

(a)  Land  Donations  $ 

(b)  Demolition  and  Remove]   +      75,000 

(c)  Project  Improvements    +   5,533,050 

(d)  Public  Facilities       +     259,000 

(e)  Other 

(1)  "107"  Credits   ~ 

(2)  "112"  Credits   — 


=  $  5,867,050 


(3)   Subtotal 
(f)   Subtotal 
Gross  Project  Cost 
Land  Disposal  Proceeds 
Net  Project  Cost 
Minimum  Local  Contribution  (1/3  of  Line  5) 


$  12,853,758 


■*■  5,  867-,  05b 
=  $18,720,808 
1,325,313 
=  ?17, 395,495 
=   ?  5,798,498 


(tab]e  continued  on  next  page...) 


• 


3 

(...table  continued  from  preceding  page) 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewal  Area 
Survey  and  Planning  Application 

ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


7.  Net  Project  Cost  $17,395,495 

8.  Local  Non-Cash  Grants- in-Aid 

(a)  City  $^2, 877, 801 

(b)  State 

(1)  Urban  Renewal  $2,899,249 

(2)  School       +      40,000 

(3)  Highway     + 50,000 

(4)  Subtotal     =  $2,589,249  +  2,989.249 


(c)   Subtotal  =$5,867,050-   5,867,050 


9.   Project  Capital  Grant  (Line  7  minus  Line  8)     =$11,528,445 

10.   Relocation  Grant 

(a)  Title  1  $   322,200 

(b)  Highway  +   724,800 


(c)   Subtotal  =$1,047,000  +   1,047,000 


11.   Total  Federal  Capital  Grant  =$12,575,445 


RTKsses 
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^ 


Fonn  approved  ) 

Budget   Bureau  No.    63-R726. 
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(2-61) 


HOUSING    AND    HOME     FINANCE    AGENCY 
URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 

PROJECT     LOCALITY 

Boston,    Massachusetts 

SURVEY    AND    PLANNING    BUDGET 

PROJECT  NAME  Lower    Roxbury 

Urban   Renewal   Area: 
"Madison   Park" 

INSTBUCTIONS:       Initial    Budget:      Prepare    original    and   5    copies    for   HHFA. 
Submit    original    and    2    copies    in    Binder   No.     1,     copies    in   Binders   No.     2,     3, 
and    i.       Revised   Budget:       //    with    amendatory    application,     folio*    "Initial 
Budget"    inttruc  tions.       Otherwise ,     submit    original    and    2    copies    to    HHFA. 

PROJECT    NUMBER    (if   known) 

BUDGET    NUMBER 

DATES  OF  HHFA  BUDGET  APraOVALS  (Complete   for    revision   only) 

Rnrioat    Nn.     1 .                                                 .19                                   lAteit   Anoroved   Rudcet     fNo.             ).                                                        .     19 

■ 

1 

LINE 
NO. 

ACTIVITY    CLASSIFICATION 

TO   BE  COMPLETED  BY   LPA 

TO   BE   FILLED 
IN    BY   HHFA 

USE    ONir    FOR    REVISED    BUDGETS 

BUDGET 
REOUESTEO    FOR 

1  fl     MONTHS 
(o) 

LATEST    APPROVED 
BUDGET 

(.) 

ADJUSTMENT 
(+   or  -) 

'b) 

BUDGET 
APPROVED    FOR 

.  uriHTMS 

'd) 

1 

AO^NISTRATIONi 

$ 

i 

i     81,028 

$ 

a.    ADMINISTRATIVE  OVERHEAD  AND  SEPVICES    (R   1410.01, 
R   1410.09,    R  1410.16,    R  1410.19,    R  141fi) 

b.    TRAVEL   (R  1410. OB) 

i,  buu 

2 

OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQUIBCNT   (R  1476) 

2,000 

3 

LEGAL  SERVICES    (R  1410.024,    R  1415.01) 

1,368 

4 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING    (R  1410.021,    R  1430) 

30,600 

6 

LAND  SURVEYS  AND  APPRAISALS    (R  1410.022.    R  1410.028, 
R  1440.02,    R   1440.04,    R  1440.06,    R  1446.01) 

53,298 

6 

RELOCATIfflJ  PLANNING   (R  1410.023,   R  1443.01) 

11,088 

7 

SUBTOTAL 

180,882 

8 

RESERVE  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

55,894 

9 

TOTAL  (Line    7  plus   8) 

i 

i 

$236,776 

i 

10 

PROJECT  INSPECTION  tKE   (R  1418) 

1,026 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 
(Line    9  plus    tO) 

t 

i 

$237,802 

i 

Appi 
here 

Be 

■oval   of   the   Survey  and   Planning  Budget    in   the   amounts   and    for    the    time   period   ihown    in  Column    (c)    is 
by   requested. 

Date                                                                                                      Signature    of  Authori  zed  Officer 

)ston   Redevelopment  Authority                      Development  Administrator 

Local  Public  Agency                                                                                                          Title 

The 
The 

Survey   and   Planning   Budget    is    hereby   approved    in    the   amounts    and  for  the  time  period    shown    in  Column    (d) 
itiithnriind    urtivitiPR     ahall     he    completed    bv                                                  .     19             . 

Dote 

FHLBn-Wasrungton,    D.  C. 


)  ) 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION  BINDER  NO. 

PROJECT  NO.  MASS.  R- 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewal  Areai  "Madison  Park"*^^^^^^^'^^^  DATE: 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT  CODE  NO.  R-  121 


1,   Project  Expenditures 

(a)  Planning  Costs  $   237,802 

(b)  Administration  Costs  +     320,118 

(c)  Property  Acquisition  +   5,085,365 

(d)  Project  Improvements 

(e)  Other  Costs  +   3,977,967 


(f)   Subtotal  =   $7,620,252         $  7,620,252 

2.   Local  Non-Cash  Grants- in-Aid 

(a)  Land  Donations  $ 

(b)  Demolition  and  Remova?   +    50,000 

(c)  Project  Improvements    +  2,283,-614 

(d)  Public  Facilities       + 

(e)  Other 

(1)  "107"  Credits 

(2)  "112"  Credits 

(3)  Subtotal 


(f)   Subtotal  =  $2,333,614     +    2,333,-^14' 


3.  Gross  Project  Cost  =   $9,953,866 

4.  Land  Disposal  Proceeds  -      387,684 


5.  Net  Project  Cost  =   $-9,566,182 

6.  Minimum  Local  Contribution  (1/3  of  Line  5)    =   $3,188,727 


(table  continued  on  next  page...) 


•<s 


(:. .table  continued  from  preceding  page) 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewa]  Area  :  "Madison  Part*:  * 

Survey  and  Planning  App] ication 

ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


7.  Net  Project  Cost  $9,566,182 

8.  Project  Capital  Grant  (2/3  of  Line  7)  =$6,377,455 

9.  Required  Local  Contribution  $3,188,727 

10.   Local  Non  Cash  Grants-  in-Aid 

(a)  City  $•     739,250 

(b)  State 

(1)  Urban  Renewal   $1,594,364 

(2)  School 

(3)  Highway 

(4)  Subtotal      =$1,594,364   +$1,594,364    $ 


(c)   Subtotal  s$2, 333,614    $2,333,614 

11.   Local  Cash  Deficiency  Grant  (Line  9  minus  Line  10)=$  855,113 

3  2.   Project  Capital  Grant  $6,377,455 

13.   Relocation  Grant 

(a)  Title  I  $   361,800 

(b)  Highway  -i$   566,800 


(c)  Subtotal  $   928,600  +.$ 928,600 

14.   Total  Federal  Capital  Grant  -$7,305,455 

*  "Madison  Park  section  of  Lower  Roxbury  includes  (1)  site  of 
proposed  campus  high  school,  (2)  right  of  way  of  Inner  Belt 
Highway,  and  (3)  area  between  northerly  right  of  way  line  of 
Inner  Belt  and  boundary  ."  ine  between  South  End  Urban  Renewal 
Project  and  Roxbury-  North  Dorchester  GNRP  Area 


RTK : gmh 
1  7  65 


^                  Budget 

Form  approved                                 ) 
Bureau   No.    63-R725.6                / 

H-627 

(2-61) 

)                                         HOUSING     AND     HOME     FINANCE     AGENCY 

URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 

3                  SURVEY   AND    PLANNING    BUDGET 

PROJECT    LOCALITr 

BOSTON,    MASSACHUSETTS 

PROJECT  NAME   LOWER   ROXBURY   URBAM 
RENEWAL   AREA:     "REMAINDER" 

INSTHUCTIONS;       Initial   Budget:      Prepare   original    and   5    copies    for   HHFA. 
Submit    original     and    2    copies    in   Binder   fio,     i,     copies    in   Binders   So.     2,     ^, 
and    4.       Revised   Budget:       //    vith    amendatory    application,    follow    "Initial 
Budget"     instructions.       Otherwise,     submit    original    and    2    copies    to    HHFA, 

PROJECT    NUMBER    (if   known) 

BUDGET    NUMBER 

DAThi)   OF  HHFA   BUDGET  APPROVALS   (Complete    for    revision    only) 

n.i<<<Tot     Nn         1                                                                             .19                                                    I.Bt.BO 

t   Approved   Rud(?et    (No.             ),                                                       ,19 

LINE 
NO. 

ACTIVITY    CLASSIFICATION 

TO   BE  COMPLETED  BY   LPA 

TO    BE   FILLED 
IN    BY    HHFA 

USE    ONLY    FOR    REVISED    BUDGETS 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED    FOR 

24 

(o) 

LATEST    APPROVED 
BUDGET 

(  >) 

ADJUSTMENT 
(+    or  -) 

'b) 

BUDGET 
APPROVED    FOR 

MnNTH"; 

1  i) 

1 

ATKnNISTRATION: 

$ 

$ 

$     109,348 

i 

a.    AmnNISTRATIVE  OVERHEAD  AND  SEPVICES    (R   1410.01, 
R   1410.09,    R  1410.16,    R   1410.19,    R  141fi) 

b.    TRAVEL   (R   1410.05) 

2,000 

2 

OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQUIBCNT   (R  1476) 

3,000 

3 

LEGAL  SERVICES    (R  1410.024,    R  1415.01) 

2,052 

4 

-J 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING    (R  1410.021,    R  1430) 

96,480 

►  LAND  SURVEYS  AND  APPRAISALS    (R  1410.022,    R  1410.028, 
R   1440.02,    R   1440.04,    R   1440.06,    R   1446.01) 

59,138 

R 

RELOCATION  PLANNING    (R  1410.023,    R  1443.01) 

9,072 

7 

SUBTOTAL 

281,090 

8 

RESERVE  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

73,429 

8 

TOTAL  (Line    7  plus   8) 

$ 

i 

$    354,519 

$ 

10 

PROJECT  INSPECTION  FEE    (R  141R) 

1,980 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 
(Line    9   plus    10) 

% 

$ 

«    356,499 

$ 

App 
belt 

-oval   of   the   Survey  and   Planning  Budget    in   the   amounts    and    for    the    time    period    shown    in  Column    (c)    is 
by   requested. 

Date 
BOSTON   REDEVELOPMENT   AUTHORITY 

Signature    of  Authorized   Officer 

DEVELOPMENT   ADMINISTRATOR 

Local   Publ ie   Agency 

litle 

The 
The 

1 

Survey    and    Planning   Budget    is    hereby    approved    in    the    amounts    and  for  the  time  period    shown    in   Column    (d) 
Authnriied    activities    shall    be    completed    bv                                           .     19. 

Date 

Re  e  ional     Hirer  tor    of    Urban    Renewal  .     Rem 

inn 

FHLBD-Wasnington,    D.    C 

) 


SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION 
PROJECT  NO.  MASS.  R- 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewal  Area  " Remainder" * 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


BINDER  NO. 


SUBMISSION  DATE! 


ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


Project  Expenditures 

(a)  Planning  Costs 

(b)  Administration  Costs 

(c)  Property  Acquisition 

(d)  Project  Improvements 

(e)  Other  Costs 

(f)  Subtotal 


+ 
+ 


Local  Non-Cash  Grants- in-Aid 
(a)   Land  Donations  $ 


(b) 

Demolition  and  Remova] 

+ 

(c) 

Proj 

ect  Improvements 

+     25-,  000 

(d) 

Publ 

ic  Facilities 

+  3,  24$",  436 

(e) 

Other 

259,000 

(1) 

"107"  Credits 

(2) 
(3) 

"112"  Credits 

Subtotal 

(f)   Subtotal 


=  $  3,533,436 


3.  Gross  Project  Cost 

4.  Land  Disposal  Proceeds 

5.  Net  Project  Cost 

6.  Minimum  Local  Contribution  (1/3  of  Line  5) 


CODE  NO.  R-  121 


356,499 

442,227 

3,  413, .839 

1,278,221- 


=   $5,490,786 


$  5,490,786 


+  $  3,533,436' 
=   $9,024,222 
937,629 
=   $-8,087,593 
=   $2,695,864 


(tab.ie  continued  on  next  page...) 


(...table  continued  from  preceding  page) 

Lower  Roxbury  Urban  Renewal  Area:  "Remainder"* 
Survey  and  Planning  Application 


ESTIMATE  OP  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


7.  Net  Project  Cost  $  8,087,593 

8.  Local  Non  Cash  Grants-  in  Aid 

(a)  City  $2,095,504 

(b)  State 

(1)  Urban   Renewal  $1,347,932 

(2)  School  +  40,000 

(3)  Highway  +  50,000 

(4)  Subtotal  Z  $"17437,932     +$    1,437,932 


(c)    Subtotal  =  $3,533,436_-    3,533,436 

9.      Project  Capital   Grant  (Line   7  minus   Line   8)           c"^ .  4^  554, 157 

10,  Relocation  Grant 

(a)  Title  1  $  — 

(b)  Highway  +  118,000 

(c)  Subtotal  =$  iib,uuu  +      118,000 

11.  Total  Federal  Capital  Grant  =$   4,b72,lb7 


♦"Remainder"  designates  those  sections  of  Lower  Roxbury  not 
not  included  in  the  "Madison  Park"  section. 


RTKrgmh 
1  7  55 


I 


I 


) 


\ 


R.  mcmlmnd,   D.  CraiM,  N.  »«ar,   K.   r«rl»«a 
■»pt— liT  9,    1964 
JWlB  Stainton 
cei     Smumx  flQialngtoa 


¥hc  •iicl»»«A  r^ojrtf   9dr«|Mur«d  by  Sanaar  Uoisington,   oat- 
iJlMM  tlw  past  and  aaticipat«d  nmqxo  mi^ratJU^a  pattarn. 

Z  baXlave  a  nunb«r  o£  his  conclusions  arc  useful  for 
projact  plaaaia^  ia  both  Hcaibttxy-Bortlt  DorclMStar  and 
Janai<»  Plaia,   particularly  a«  thay  rclat*  to  tha  locatioa 
of  avw  achools. 


on  the  information  as  prasantad*   it  would  toa  ay 
conclusion  it  vill  ba  possibla  to  maiataia  a  higher  lavaX 
of  iat«9r«tio&  ia  auMigf  aelHWla  »  ar<ren  at  tha  alaaaiatary 
laval  «■  thaa  parhapa  «pa  origiaally  considarad  possible,   if 
wa  avoid  placiag  new  adwals  in  the  direct  path  of  Wmgxo 
ai9ratioB. 

Ihis  <»>ncXaai»a  iM  bamm^  on  the  avidaace  that  aa^cea 
asf  mowiMQ  in  a  auch  iM»Mi  iiiiaal  pattern  UMa  Z  believe  was 
aaitic:^Mited  when  tiM^$)kpert  was  prepared  (rather  thaa  ex^ 
pandiag  fairly  evealy  in  all  directions),     fhis  linear  aove- 
■Mat  araaas  that  scbeoAa  bailt  along  the  Baat  and  West  "sides" 
of  tha  praaeat  ■a9CO  p^palation  aay  be  aible  to  raaain  in- 
tegrated for  a  aiatiMir  of  years.     Fron  this  point  of  view  the 
coaeaatrated  direction  of  the  Me^ro  path  South  nay  not  be 
each  a  bad  thing  after  all. 

It  siK>uld  also  ba  anted  that  the  iaq»»:t  oa  Jaaaiea  Plain 
ia  not  likely  to  be  as  great  aa  Sargent  indicated  and  there- 
fore tike  need  for  adrttttiawil   facilitl^  aay  not  be  as  great 
aa  ctfigiaally  antieipatad. 
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Public  Housing  -  Existing  and  Proposed 
for  the  Roxbury  GNilP  (including  Washington  Park) 


Existing  Projects 
Project 
Orchard  Park 
Whittier  Street 
Elm  Hill  Avenue  (elderly)  Fed  #2-29 


State  or 

Status  or  Year 

Federal 

Number  of 

Un 

its 

Constructed 

Fed  #2-5 

774 

1947 

Fed  #2-11 

200 

1953 

Fed  #2-29 

86 

1960 

Pilot  Rehabilitation 


Highland  Park 


Fed  #2-39 


43 


xn   execution 


New  Elderly 

Warren  Street 


Fed  #-2-40 


80 


under  design 


Rent  Sup:3lementation 

221d3  Projects  in  Washing-Federal 

ton  Park  Demonstration 

Grant 
Marksdale 

Charlame 

Academy  Homes 

Total 


10 
10 
20 
40 


1964 


Under  construction 


Proposed  Allocation  for  the  QnIRP  (BRA  9/64) 

Fed. ,  elderly 


100-150   locations  not 
chosen 


Fed.,  family  units   150-200 


It 


TV 


/ 


U 


cct 


Mark  Taylor 
November  19,  1964 
John  Etalnton 

R.  Rowland,  W.  Fear 


Data  for  Harvard  School  of  Pijblic  Health 


Mr.  Paul  Rich  of  the  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health  - 
through  Joe  Elavet  of  ABCD  >  has  asked  for  some  statistical 
information  covering  the  areas  surrounding  the  Hawthorne  and 
Fenwick  Elementary  Schools  in  support  of  a  study  on  the 
nutritional  habits  of  low  iticome  school  children. 

Please  have  prepared  a  package  covering  the  approximate 
school  attendance  areas.   Check  with  Bill  Pear  for  the  appro- 
priate census  tracts  and  for  other  school  data.   Use  1960 
census  data  and  vdiere  possible  estimate  changes  since  1960. 


Datat 


1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 


11. 


Population  by  age,  sex,  race. 

Income 

Occupation 

Educational  background 

Welfare  case  load  (check  with  Teitcher) 

Race  of  school  children  (Pear) 

No.  of  children  in  each  grade  of  each  school 

Junior  High  School  attended  after  completion 

of  elementary  school 

Trade  and  business  schools  in  the  area 

Parochial  schools  near  by  and  if  possible 

the  nimber  and  percentage  of  negro  school 

children. 

400  scale  base  map  of  the  area  identifying 

the  location  of  schools  identified  above. 
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ROXBURY   10RTH  DORCHESTER  C  )RP*AREA 
a  WASHINGTON  PARK  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA 


BOUNDARY 


ACREAGE       I960  POPULATION         FAMILIES 


STAGE 


^  GNRP       AREA 
RENEWAL     AREA 


1,700 

502 


82,247 
25,922 


23,000 
6,467 


GENERAL  PLANNING 
PROJECT    EXECUTION 


^GENERAL    NEIGHBORHOOD    RENEWAL    PLAN 

BOSTON    REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 
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Harvard  Public  Heal  >j  Study  '^^  Renewal  Planning 

Typed  copy  -  Memo  by  William  Pear,  BRA  Staff      '°^  "^^   '    ,^^, 

'  December  11,  1964 

Race  of  School  Children 

Distribution  of  Children  by  Grade 

Junior  High  Attendance 

Trade  and  BusinessSchools 

Parochial  School  Attandance 


Race  of  School  Children; 

1,  The  only  count  ever  taken  was  in  April  1964.   Results  are  not 
public,  obtainable  only  from  State  Department  of  Education. 

2.  I  suggest  that  Mr.  Rich  contact  the  parochial  schools  them- 
selves as  to  numbers  of  Negro  pupils.   I  do  not  think  he  will 
find  this  information  anywhere  else. 


Distribution  of  Children  by  School  and  by  Grade 

K      1      2      3      4      5      6      Spec. 

Fenwick        82     83     55     55     63     58  29 

Hawthorne      57     42     77     50     —     —  —       18 

Winthrop       73    105     77     50     78     76  78       19 

These  schools  are  in  the  John  Winthrop  School  District  and  the 
principal  in  charge  of  the  district  is  located  at  the  John  win- 
throp School,  the  third  building.   Attached  is  school  district 
map.   (Census  tracts  P-4,  P-5 ,  and  P-6. )   Attendance  areas  are- 
not  defined  for  each  building,  nor  are  district  boundaries 
rigidly  enforced.   I  would  think  perhaps  pupils  from  the  rest 
of  P-6  could  be  found  in  Fenwick,  for  instance. 

Junior  High  Attendance 

This  entire  area  is  encluded  within  the  Patrick  T.  CampbellJunior 
High  District.   (Grade  7  -  280,  Grade  3  -  220,  Grade  9  -  220, 
Special  Class  -  104)   It  is  also  possible  for  some  children  to 
be  admitted  to  Grade  7  in  the  Latin  Schools. 

Trade  and  Business  Schools 

I  know  of  no  public  or  private  trade  or  business  schools  in  the 
area  except  the  Boston  School  of  Business  Education  (public)  on 
Warren  Street. 


\. 


V 


^ 


-  2  - 


Parochial  School  Attendance 


^ 


St.  John  School 
50  Dacia  Street 


Grade  1-8 


1963  Enrollment    322 


St.  Kevin  School 
516  Columbia  Road 


Grade  1-8 


1963  Enrollment    671 


St.  Patrick  Grade  1-8 

131  Mt.  Pleasant  Ave.         9-12 


1963  Enrollment 
1963  Enrollment 


723 

297  Girls 


Additional  Data  -  Parochial  School  Attendance 

1.   Obtained  from  Parochial  School  System 

1960         1963 
Enrollment    Enrollment    Decline 


St.  John 

Grades 

1-8 

370 

50  Dacia  St 

748 

St.  Patrick 

Grades 

1-8 

516  Columbia 

Rd 

9-12 

SG  0 

St.  Kevin 

Grades 

1-8 

6y<i, 

322 


-48   or   -137o 


2J- 

723  -«t    or   -^ask 

297 

-63 


671 


tsr 


131  Mt.  Pleasant  Ave 


2,   Obtained  from  the  BRA  staff  review  of  Sargent  Report 

80/^  of  K-5  children  in  the  Roxbury-North  Dorchester  GN  attended 
public  school  in  1960.   Based  on  the  decline  trend  in  parochial 
school  enrollment  in  this  area,  it  is  assumed  that  90%  of  K-5 
aged  children  will  attend  public  school  in  1970. 
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Harvard  Public  Health  Study 


Income  Data 


^ 


Renewal  Planning 
Roxbury  GN 
December  10,  1964 
Chron(^)Subject(  ) 


Family  Income  in  1959 


P-4 


P-5 


P-6 


Total  Population 

Total  Families 

Under  $1,000 

1,000-1,999 

2,000-2,999 

3,000-3,999 

4,000-4,999 

5,000-5,999 

6,000-6,999 

7,000-7,999 

8,000-8,999 

9,000-9,999 

10,000-14,999 

15,000-24,999 

25,000-over 

Median  Income: 

Families 
Fara,  UnreLIndividuals 

Median  Income  -  Boston: 

Families 
Fam,  Unrel.  individuals 


Total 

Non- 
White 

Total 

Non- 
White 

3,035 

3,916 

3,625 

701 

125 

888 

429 

827 

28 

__ 

26 

11 

40 

53 

16 

62 

29 

55 

86 

17 

59 

38 

42 

81 

26 

102 

52 

85 

124 

15 

163 

98 

90 

109 

28 

134 

48 

128 

62 

9 

84 

44 

70 

62 

-- 

91 

47 

79 

22 

5 

34 

22 

57 

14 

— 

28 

20 

72 

53 

9 

77 

20 

98 

7 

24 

11 

.. 

4 

-- 

$4,827 
$3,909 


$5,747 
$4,264 


$5,239 
$4,802 


$5,793 
$4,223 


Median  Income  -  Total  SMSA: 

Families        $6,687 
Fam,  UnreLIndividuals    $5,537 
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Harvard  Public  Heal'  )Study 
Welfare  Data 


^  Renewal  Planning 
Roxbury  GN 
December  10,  1964 


Welfare  Cases,  July  1964 
Roxbury  North  Dorchester  JNRP  Area-^ 


Aid  for  Dependent  Children 
Old  Age  Assistance 
Medical  Aid  to  the  Aged 
Disability  Assistance 
General  Relief 
Nursing  Homes  (not  included) 


Estimated  Total  Population  1964' 
Receiving  \\(elfare 
Percent  Receiving  Welfare 


Cases    Family  Size    Persons 


2,930 

3.9 

11,427 

1,800 

1 

1,800 

390 

1 

390 

584 

1 

584 

455 

2.0 

1,183 

— 

— 

— 

15,384 

70,000 
15,384 
227o 


Estimated  Number  of  Cases,  by  Type,  for  Subject  Area,  1964 


Medical  Aid  to  the  Aged* 
Old  Age  Assistance 


Aid  to  Dependent  Children^ 


P-4  100  cases 
P-5  110  cases 
P-6  110  cases 

P-4  130  cases 
P-5  130  cases 
P-6  105  cases 


Source:   Boston  Department  of  Public  Welfare  (adjustments  for 
GiMRP  boundaries  made  by  BRA  staff) 

Source:   Updated  1960  Census  data  based  on  1964  Police  Census 
and  using  factor  for  population  increase  under  twenty 
years  of  age. 

*Rough  estimate  by  Boston  Department  of  Welfare  -  Each  case  on 
family  unit  or  individual  basis  as  necessary. 


Harvard   Public   I'eal 


Study 


:) 


Housing  and  Occupancy  Data 
(U.  S.  Census,  1960) 


Renewal  Planning 
December  10,  1964 
Roxbury  GN 


P-4 


P-5  P-6 


Total         Non-        Total        Noh-       Tb4-CL\ 
V\/hite  Wnite 


All  Housing  Units 
Sound 

Deteriorating 

Dilapidated 


969  129  1,074 

565  54  49,X 

(48^6)  {42ro)  (4£;"5) 

292  45  561 

i30Tc)  {357o)  i527o) 

112  30  31 

(12%)  (23%)  {37o) 


474    1,267 


Bathrooms:  Shared  or  None    67 


Median  No,  of  Rooms 

Units  in  Structure: 

1 

2 

3-4 

5-9 

10  or  more 


4.9 


68 

141 

636 

72 

52 


5.0 


144 


5.2 


196 

(41:?) 

272 
(59?^) 

6 

(17o) 


5.4 


1,032 
(82;5) 

224 
(17%) 

11 
(1%) 

195 
4.3 


Built  in  1939  or  earlier       969 

Occupied  DU's  888 

Median  Occupancy  (ner/unit)     3.0 

Persons/room  &  overcrowding  (1.01+) 
,50  or  less  371 

.51-. 75  209 

,76-1,0  198 

1.01-  or  more  110-12%  24-19%  161-16%  86-18%   97-8% 

Value  -  Median  (owner  occ.)  $8,800  $7,300  $9,700 

Contract  rent  median  (renter)    53  51  61 

Gross  rent  -  Median  72  79      84      75 


152 

176 

210 

170 

662 

571 

40 

121 

10 

229 

1,066 

1,243 

129 

988 

474 

1,202 

3.6 

3.6 

3.9 

2,3 

39 

357 

150 

537 

31 

221 

104 

295 

35 

249 

134 

273 
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Harvard  Public  Healt'  Study 

Occ.  Units  by  Type  of  Family  Occupancy* 
Household  Population  by  Type 
of  Occupancy  Relationships* 


Renewal  Planning 
Roxbury  GN 
December  10,  1964 


P-4 
Occunied  Housing  Units         888   100% 
Primary  Family  Units       712    80.2 
Standard  (Man-Wife)    546    61.5 
Non-standard  166   18.7 


Non-Primary  Units 


176    19.8 


P-5 


P-6 


988  100%  1202  100% 

872  88.3  812  67.6 

646  65.4  648  54.0 

226  22.9  164  13.6 


116 


11.7  390    32.4 


Household  Pooulation 


2998   100 


Persons  with  Primary 

Household  Relationship    2763    92.2 

Persons  without  Primary 

Household  Relationship     235     7.8 


3879   100   3443   100 


3670    94.6.2950    85.7 


209 


5.4  433    14.3 


♦Derived  from  U.S.  Census  1960,  BRA  Staff 


Harvard   Public   Heal"^       Study 
Education    Data    (U.S.    Census,    1960) 


■•newal   Planning 
t^oxbury  GN 
December    10,    1964 


P-4 


P-3 


P-6 


Total         Non- 
White 


Total  Population 
School  Enrollment 


Total  (5-34  years)  677 

Kindergarten  (public)  26 

Elementary  (1-8  years)  486 

Public  434 

High  School  (1-4  years)  148 

Public  144 

College  17 

Years  of  School  Completed 

Persons  25  and  over    1,664 

No  School  Years  Comp.  58 


Elementary   1-4  years 


5. 

-7    " 
8    •• 

High 

School 

1- 

-3    " 
4    " 

College 

1- 

-3    " 
4    " 

Median  years  corap. 

Percent  without 
High  School  Degree 
Boston      55,"^ 
S.MSA        47;5 


93 
234 
379 

427 
416 

36 
21 

9.5 


72"^ 


Total    Non- 
White 


9.7 


1,061 

71 

738 
605 

224 
200 

28 


9.5 


69% 


9.8 


Total    Non- 
White 


3,035     515    3,916   1,986     3,625 


597 

36 

376 
251 

155 
100 

30 


32 

1,855 

798 

2,285 

— 

71 

11 

27 

«.  * 

70 

36 

75 

23 

369 

179 

174 

75 

340 

120 

516 

81 

*428 

139 

554 

44 

462 

212 

741 

9 

54 

26 

103 

-- 

61 

25 

95 

20  9   Boston  11,2 
Total  SMSA  12.1 
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R-50  MEMORANDUM  240  / 

Messrs.  Drought,  Tompkins,  Peabody,  Crane,  Stainton, 

Schuchter 
Messrs.  Tercyak,  Smart,  Jenkins,  Karp,  Thompson, 

Amer  ica 

Mr .  Rowland 

October  6,  1964 

R-50  /  SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  REHOUSING  GUIDELINES  FOR  GN  AREA 


A  "Summary  of  Major  Rehousing  Guidelines  for  the  GN 
Area"  dated  October  6,  1964,  and  prepared  by  Dick 
America  as  a  capsulized  version  the  recommendations 
contained  in  his  earlier  41-page  R-50  Memorandum 
#79,  concerning  "Relocation-Rehousing  Programs  for 
the  Roxbury-North  Dorchester  GNRP"  dated  July  28, 
1964,  is  attached  herewith  for  your  use  and  informa- 
tion. 

I  would  be  most  appreciative  if  you  would  forward 
all  comments  and  suggestions  on  either  memo  at 
your  earliest  convenience. 
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Here  is  an  outline  of  some  proposed  steps  towards 
creation  of  housing  as  a  relocation  resource  for 
persons  displaced  by  renewal  activity  in  the  Rokbury- 
North  Dorchester  GN  Area. 

1.  Incentives  to  private  builders  and  non-profit  groups 
to  construct  moderate  priced  housing. 

(a)   The  Authority  should  apply  for  an  HHPA 
demonstration  grant  to  develop  technical 
assistance  program  for  sponsors  of  private 
housing  for  low  and  moderate  income.   The 
program  would  formally  provide  the  necessary 
professional  guidance  and  technical  expertise 
to  potential  "(d)(3)"  sponsors. 

2.  Use  of  direct  rent  subsidies  to  low- income  families. 

(a)  The  BRA  should  work  with  the  BHA  to  secure  an 
expanded  rent  subsidy  program  to  aid  elderly 
families  who  are  unable  to  afford  decent 
housing. 

Landlords  who  sign  Participation  Agreements 
with  the  BHA  would  rent  up  to  say  10  percent 
of  their  units  to  low- income,  elderly  families 
selected  by  BHA  with  BRA  recommendation. 
Subsidized  tenants  would  pay  their  rent,  the 
amount  of  which  would  be  determined  by  BHA, 
directly  to  the  landlord,  the  difference  that 
rent  and  the  market  rent  for  that  unit  would 
be  paid  to  the  landlord  by  the  BHA.   This 
program  would  help  meet  the  needs  of  those 
elderly  persons  dislocated  before  new  housing 
for  the  elderly  is  built. 

M-240  /  ie-6-64  /  Rowland 
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(b)  The  BRA  should  explore  with  'he  BHA,  a  direct 
lease-rent  subsidy  program.   Under  such  a  plan 
landlords  would  offer  units  to  the  BHA.   If 
the  unit  were  satisfactory  a  lease  would  be 
signed  directly  with  the  owner  &r  some  period, 
say  two  (2)  years.   The  BHA  would  negotiate 
the  rent  to  be  paid  directly  to  the  owner. 
Tenants,  whose  selection  would  be  a  joint 
function  of  BHA  and  the  landlord,  would  sign 

a  sublease  with  the  BHA  paying  an  adjusted  rent. 
Some  limit,  say  20  percent  of  the  units  in  a 
building  would  be  accepted  under  this  plan. 

(c)  The  BRA  should  discuss  with  BHA  and  with 
private  developers  the  opportunities  in  a 
rent-with-option-to-buy  program.   New  single- 
family  homes  would  be  offered  to  low- income 
families  under  such  a  plan.   Rents  would  be 
subsidized  by  the  Housing  Authority,  over,  say, 
a  five-year  period.   Families  would  be  selected 
with  a  view  toward  income- improvanent  potential 
and  preparation  for  eventual  ownership, 

(d)  A  program  for  combining  direct  subsidies  with 
rehabilitation  through  rent  certificates.   Under 
this  plan  private  builders  and  rehabilitation 
operators  financed  through  any  of  the  renewal- 
related  liberal  financing  programs  would  be 
obligated  to  make  a  certain  percentage,  say, 

30  percent  of  their  dwellings  available  to 
subsidized  families. 

Families  would  apply  to  the  BHA  for  assistance. 
Upon  verification  of  their  housing  and 
financial  status,  they  would  be  issued  a  housing 
certificate  for  use  on  approved  units.   The 
certificate  would  state  the  size  of  the 
dwelling  to  be  supplied  them  and  the  payments 
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to  be  made  out  of  their  awn   resources. 
The  family  would  then  seek  out  among  the 
approved  projects  the  most  suitable  quarters. 

After  acceptance  of  the  certificate  holder 
in  an  approved  unit,  the  BHA  would  provide  a 
subsidy  to  cover  the  difference  between  the 
market  price  and  the  family's  certified  rent- 
paying  ability. 

3,   Purchase  and  management  of  existing  sound  housing 
for  use  by  low- income  families, 

(a)   The  BRA,  under  HHFA  demonstration  grants  or 

otherwise,  should  acquire  sound  rehabilitable 
"three-deckers".   The  second  and  third  floors 
would  be  converted  into  single  apartments  of 
10  to  12  rooms  designed  for  large  families  of 
8  or  more. 

The  first  floors  of  the  buildings  could  be 
renovated  into-revenue  producing  three-bedroom 
units.  This  would  enable  the  BHA  to  recoup  part 
of  its  costs  and  would  provide  for  a  mixture 
of  various  family  types  and  income  groups. 
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TO  D.   A.    Crane 

AT        October  9,  19S4 

FROM      B.  Alexander 

CC:       J.  Drought,  R,  Rov/land,  M.  Peabody,  J,  Stainton, 
R,  America 

SUB  J ;     Conunents  on  Rehousing  Guidelines  for  R-,50 

Dave  Crane  has  asked  me  to  comment  on  Dick  America's 
Summasry  of  Major  Rehousing  Guidelines. 

My  comments  are  in  three  sections:   I.  based  on  the  present 
Housing  Law;  and  II,  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  proposals 
would  eventually  become  feasible  under  federal  or  state  law;  and 
III.  my  own  recommended  emphasis, 

I.   On  the  basis  of  federal  housing  legislation  including 
the  approved  National  Housing  Act  of  1964,  none  of  the  proposals 
are  legal  and  therefore  feasible  at  present,  except  for  #1, 
Further  specific  comments  on  the  proposals  are: 

#l(a):   Guidance  to  221(d)(3)  sponsors  is  provided  now 

in  a  limited  form.  What  would  be  "demonstration" 
about  its  expansion?  Demonstration  projects  are 
temporary.   Should  this  assistance  be  temporary? 

#2(a)-(d):   Rent  supplemented  units  have  not  been  included 
in  the  1954  Housing  Act,   They  continue  to  be 
available  only  on  a  "demonstration"  basis,  requiring 
a  separate  application  in  each  case.   Thus,  they 
do  not  have  the  flexibility  which  is  required  to 
carry  out  the  proposals  under  #2,   For  all  practical 
purposes,  rent  supplementation  should  not  be  con- 
sidered a  significant  resource  until  it  moves  out  of 
the  "demonstration"  category, 

#3:     Rehabilitation  is  being  tried  by  BHA  now  in  Highland 
Park,  and  the  program  is  planned  to  be  expanded  if 
it  is  successful.   Frame  structures,  like  3-deckers, 
will  probably  not  be  included  hov;ever,  because  they 
do  not  meet  the  40-year  mortgage  (loan)  requirements 
of  PHA, 
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II,   The  following  comments  are  based  on  the  assumpti  n  that 
within  the  next  two  to  eight  years  (execution  span  of  GN  50)  most 
of  the  proposals  would  be  legally  feasible  either  under  state  or 
federal  law.  Would  they  then  be  desirable? 

#l(a) :   See  above 

#2 (a):   This  proposal  for  rent  supplementation  for  elderly 
seems  O.K.  since  the  vacancy  rate  in  small  units  is 
generally  higher  than  in  large  units  and  it  is  con- 
sidered a  temporary  measure  to  assist  in  relocation. 
Note  the  short-comings  of  rent  supplementation  des- 
cribed below,  however.   Also  the  $500  supplement  to 
relocation  of  elderly  for  12-month  period  allowed 
under  1954  Law  is  a  step  in  this  direction. 

#2(b)&(d):   These  proposals  are  rent  supplementation.   Rent 
certificates  have  been  considered  by  Congress  since 
the  1930 's  and  they  have  not  been  written  into  the 
law  because  of  their  shortcomings,  to  wit: 

1.  they  take  standard  units  out  of  the  middle- 
income  housing  market  rather  than  adding  units, 

2.  They  require  a  "soft"  raarket  (high  vacancy  rate), 
otherwise  they  will  force  rents  up, 

3.  they  require  more  extensive  administration  than 
publicly  owned  units;  inspection  of  units,  code 
enforcement,  family  income  checks,  etc, 

4.  they  leave  the  public  with  no  equity  for  the 
money  expended. 

The  Province  of  Ontario,  Canada,  is  just  abandoning 
the  rent  supplementation  program  which  it  started  in 
1962  because: 

1,  'the  scheme  has  failed  to  respond  to  the  needs  of 
large  families  and  special  assistance  families" 
because  of  the  shortage  of  units  with  three  or 
more  bedrooms  and  the  reluctance  of  landlords  to 
accept  problem  families. 
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2,   the  amount  of  subsidy  has  steadily  increased  with 
no  equity  resulting.   "The  immediate  prospect... 
is  an  increasing  commitment  held  vulnerable  in  a 
fluctuating  market  and  no  allied  equity  or 
permanent  resource  to  offset  this  net  loss." 
(Quotations  from  Good  Housing  for  Canadians 
by  Ontario  Assoc,  of  Housing  Authorities,  1964) . 

For  these  and  probably  additional  reasons,  I  think 
rent  supplementation  has  to  be  carefully  used  in  a 
soft  market,  in  new  construction,  on  a  temporary 
basis.   It  should  not  be  the  backbone  of  a  housing 
program  for  low- income  persons, 

#2(c):  Rent-purchase  is  a  good  proposal;  but  single- family 
homes  are  not  an  appropriate  density  type  for  R-50, 
Rent-purchase  could  be  applied  to  new  duplex  or  row 
housing. 

#2(d) :   See  above. 

Since  this  proposal  gives  families  a  choice  in  select- 
ing the  housing,  it  seems  appropriate  to  havr   the 
Welfare  Department  rather  than  the  BHA  issue  the 
certificate  to  the  family, 

#3 (a):   See  comment  under  #1. 

BHA  rehabilitation  of  existing  housing  is  good.   But 
put  the  large  family  on  floors  1  and  2,  and  the  small 
family  on  floor  3, 

III.   My  recommendations  for  rehousing  emphases  are: 

1.  Public  housing  rehabilitation  of  marginal  exist- 
ing row  or  duplex  structures  for  large  families. 

2.  Public  housing  new  construction  for  elderly. 

3,  Rent  supplementation  for  small  or  medium  family 
in  new  middle- income  private  construction. 

4,  Rent-purchase  construction  by  BHA  of  row  or 
duplex  structures. 
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These  reconmiendations  are  made  v;ithout  knowledge  of 
the  quantitative  need  for  lov/- income  rehousing. 
Since  the  number  of  public  housing  units  (rehab, 
new,  supplemented)  available  to  R-50  will  be  limited, 
possibly  to  1500  maximiam  additional  units  in  the  next 
two  to  ten  years,  other  types  of  i-ccommodations  than 
those  recommended  here  will  be  needed  too. 
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FAMILIES   AND    INDIVIDUALS    IN   THE   ROXBURY   GNRP 
THAT    WILLBE   REUXATED    FOR   THE   SECOND    TIME 


Lower  Roxbury 
Family  Name 


Address 


No,  of    Number  of  Castle 

Families   Individuals   White   Square   Reuse 


Isabel  Podsiadlo  13  Carlow 
Leroy  VJhittier    2075  VJashington 
Araos  Desraear     687  Shawmut  Ave 
Daisy  Godfrey     8  Cunard  St 
Mervin  V./inninghara24  Walpole 
Caroline  Caddy    857  Columbus  Ave 
Ella  McKnight     36  Newborn 
Ernesta  Alleyne   1362  ColumbusAve   1 
Maybelle  Wolfe    1422     "         1 
Ruth  McDerraott    175  Centre 
Leroy  Johnson    74  Williams       1 
Alvin  Cobb        741  Shawmut  Ave 


Will  McDale 
Rosalie  V/oods 


745 


Jonathon  Winters  781 


Dorothy  Kimble 
Lula  May  King 
Mattie  Candy 
Rose  Lopes 
Jerome  Collins 


37  Lamont  1 

10  Linden  Park  St  1 
133  Roxbury 
311  Roxbury 
227    •• 


Abraham  Mackler   24^; 


Junior  Lee  Smith  750  Shawmut 


Fannie  Haynes 


86  Eustis 


John  Adams        64  Yeoman  1 

Virginia  Kenndy   6  Roxbury  Terrace  1 


1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


11 


1 
1 
1 


Inner 
Belt 

II 


n 

South 
End 


Inner 
Belt 

S.w. 
Express 


II 


Campus  H, 


It 


11 


It 


New  Roxbui 
Widening 


S.W. 
Expressway 

Timilty 
Exnansion 


Shawmut 
widening 

Housing 


t 


Campus  H 


■  Mattie  Mathis     247  Re  *1^ury 
John  Madden       64  Linden  Park 
Highland  Park 

-r-^ — 

Family  Name       Address 
Samuel  Rubenstein64  Bartlett 
Elmer  McQueen     24  Millroont 
Theodore  Teipeira23  Lambert  Ave 
Mary  Birek       17  Oakland 


Mamie  Newton 


141  Cedar 


Harvey  Latimore 

Fred  Oliver      139  Cedar 


Daisy  Haynes 
Sarah  Cox 
Everett  Hill 


35  Marcella 
185  Thornton 
2991  Vvashington 


^Nathaniel  Mason   2401     " 
(Johnson) 

Grace  Williams    1  Kenilworth 
Charles  Gould    2975  Washington 
Albert  Touriai    47  Fulda 

North  Dorchester 

Edmund  Peterson  185  Dudley 

Joseph  'villiams  14  VJarren  Place 

Raymond  Lagerson  15    "      " 

Mattie  Pierce    231  Dudley 
Jannie  Ruth  Davie 


Garner  Hodges 
Bessie  Cave 


299  Dudley 


Cynthia  Bush     359 


lona  Robinson 
Jeannette  Lumpkin 


361 


1 
1  = 


Timilty  Sch 
Timilty  sch 


No.  of     Number  of  Castle 

Families   Individuals   'Vhite  Square   ■^euse 

New 
1  X  School 


1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


1 
1 


1 
1 
1 


1,1 

1 

1,1 


ft 


Housing 
Housing 


Abb y May 
Reolace. 


Housing 


Road 
Alignment 

X   NewHousin 
Housing 
Crosstown 


Dudley 
wxdening 

Housing 


Dudley 
Widening 
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North  Dorchester  (cont'd) 


Family  Name 


Address 


Jessie  May  Edwards  363  Dudley 

May  Edinburgh  379     " 

Richard  Stromar  395     " 

Mercedes  Aponti  457      " 

Freeman  White  471      " 

Ernest  Winbush  148  Winthrop 

Frank  Tompkins  152     " 
Peter  Stone 


No,  of    Number  of  Castle 

Families   Individuals  VJhite   Square   Reuse 

2^  Dudley 

V.'idening 


Albert  Cunny 


52  Blue  Hill  Ave 


Henry  Everett     140  Moreland 

Winston  Robinson  102  Robey 

Ruby  Rogers      78,80  Clifton 
Virginia  Allston 

John  Whalen      33  Burgess 
Nicholas  Konelos  39     " 


1 

1 
1 

1 

1 


1 
1 
1 


Franklin  Pratt    678  Dudley  1 

Harry  Young      40  West  Cottage  1 
Lola  Fain        152  Blue  Hill 
Evelyn  Morrison   23  Rand 

Mrs.  Walter  Brown   12  Fairbury  2 

Ernest  Coffey    166  Blue  Hill  1 

Martin  Davis     186  Blue  Hill  1 

■^  Ann  Fields       3  Brookf ord  1 

Johnnie  Mae  Joyner  20  Ingleside  1 


1 
1 

1 
1 


1 
1 


X 


Blue  Hill 

Intermediat 

School 


II 


II 


ti 


Housing 


Marshf ield 
School 


Housing 


It 


It 


It- 


Winthrop 
Replacement 
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Nj^th  Dorchester  (cont'd) 


Family  Name 


Address 


Benjamin  VJilson  29  Dewey 

Mabel  Thomas  12  Southv^ard 

Mattie  Clark  58  Edgewood 

Howard  Robinson  35     " 

Ciffer  Franklin  20  Maywood 


Ida  Montiero 


11 


Mary  Wright  (F) 

Mary  Fountain     74.76  Savin 

Nancy  Sullivan(F) 


Eleanor  Davis 


10  Savin 


i 


Charles  Hodges    2  Savin 
Demingo  Fernandez  2  Quincy 


H.  Alexander 


8 


William  Bannitt   6 


Place 


Howard  Skinner 
Lucinda  Smith 
Richard  Hannis 
Marlene  Bonds 
George  ^olman 
Mae  Powell 
Edwin  Grandy 
Josie  Coleman 


Elsie  Jemmott 
Lela  Perkyman 

Roy  VJilliams 


No,    of  Number    of  Castle 

Families      Individuals      White      Square      Reuse 


95    " 
89    " 


1 
1 


1 
1 

1,1 

1 
1 

1 
1 


122  Quincy 

144  Quincy  1 

158    "  1 

170    "  1 

187    "  1 

189    •'  1 


260    "  1 

108,112  Way land    1,1 
4  Way land         1 


1,1 

1 
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ousing 


H 


Crosstown 


Housing 


ti 


Crosstown 


It 


Housing 
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North  Dorchester  (cont'd) 


Family  Name 


Address 


Dorothy  Robinson  14  Balfour  Str. 

Frances  Morris    157  Hov/ard 
Robert  Holmes 

Andre  Bessereth  54  Wayland 

Carl  Hamilton    5-7  Dunkeld 
Willie  Burton 

Joseph  Jones     8    " 

Mattie  Mulls 


No,  of    Number  of  Castle 

Families   Individuals  V/hite  Square   Reuse 

1  Housing 

1  n 


Ann  Bernard 


Thomas  Thornton   117 


Autrey  Jones 


I 


David  Denner 

Gladys  Knight 

Edward  Bryant 

James  Coin 
Charles  Jodges 


10    " 

1 

164  Intervale 

1,1 

117      " 

1 

27  Geneva 

1 

39  Warren 

1 

570   "    Ave 

1 

516   " 

1 

96  Wayland 

1 

2  Savin 

1 
1 

tl 


Brooks 
School 


II 


Housing 
Devon  Sch, 
Housing 


Warren  St. 
Widening 

II 


Crosstown 
Crosstown 


Total 


sB 


3f 


-S4 
\1. 


13 


^ 
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SUMf.lARY    RELOCATION 


Families 


from  Castle  Square 
from  Washington  Park 
Total 


White  Non-White  Total 


8 


77 


80 


81 


88 


Individuals 

from  Castle  Square 
from  Washington  Park 
Total 


25 


30 


29 


35 
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AREA  -  A  -  (HIGHLAND  PARK) 

Avg.  Rent:         $46  per  mo. 

Income  j  +$4 , 500 

%   Nbn- White  1960 x   +60% 

Home  Ownership:    +20% 

Person/D.U,        3.0 

Between  40  to  60%  of  immigrants  come  from  the  South 


Highland  Park  is  physically  isolated,  in  parts  almost 
rural,  low  income  neighborhood.   Between  10  to  30%  of  the 
Dwelling  Units  are  vacant  in  addition  to  a  large  number  of 
vacant  lots  and  buildings.   The  vacant  land  is  usually 
attractive,  covered  with  trees  and  rocks. 

Over  17%  of  the  population  of  Highland  Park  were  people 
over  60  years  of  age  (1960  census)  and  these  are  largely 
the  whites  remaining  in  the  community.   These  whites  account 
for  the  relative  stability  of  this  area  compared  to  other 
areas  of  the  GN.   (50%  or  more  of  the  units  have  been 
occupied  by  the  same  inhabitants  for  five  years  or  more) 
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AREA  -  B  -  (MADISON  PARK) 

Avg,  Rent!         f41   (rent  group  around  |mO  except  for 

Whittier  Street  Project) 

%  Nbnr-White   1960 1      909tf 


Home  Ownership:  +10% 
Per 8on/D. U . j  +2.5 
Income  t  4;$3,000 


Approximately  60%  of  Immigrants  come  from  the  South 


Madison  Park  is  one  of  the  most  depressed  areas  in  the 
city.   Inccanes  are  far  below  the  poverty  level,  40%  of  the 
men  are  unskilled  laborers  and  the  area  has  a  concentration 
of  single,  unemployed  persons.   The  area  is  probably  marked 
by  serious  social  disorganization.  A  high  percentage  of 
the  population  is  probably  on  Welfare  and  the  incidence  of 
crime  is  reported  to  be  very  high  in  this  area. 

Although  rents  are  the  lowest  in  the  GN,  the  average 
Madison  Park  household  pays  over  27%  of  their  income  for 
rent. 

Area  B  has  a  higher  proportion  of  separated,  widowed 
and  divorced  people  than  the  rest  of  the  GN  and  consequently 
the  age  distribution  shows  a  high  proportion  of  young  non- 
whites  living  here. 

Vacancies  in  this  area  often  exceed  30%  in  addition  to 
which  the  area  looks  like  a  war-scarred  battlefield.   The 
landscape  is  defined  by  broken  buildings,  vacant  rubble 
filled  lots, junkyards,  etc. 

The  problems  of  relocating  the  very  problem  ridden 
population  of  this  area  may  be  immense. Property  destruction 
is  widespread. 
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AREA  ~  C  -  (WORTH  OF  THE  ORCHARD  PARK  PROJECT) 

Rents:  Around  $30  mo. 

%  Non-f4hite  1960 1   5% 
Home  Ownership!    jt^59( 
Persons/Household:  2.5 
Incomes  $3,000 


This  area  is  sparsely  populated  with  deteriorated  housing 
mixed  in  with  industry.   Home  ownership  is  surprisingly  high 
and  it  is  reported  that  there  are  pockets  of  Blackfoot 
Indians  and  Puerto  Ricans  living  in  this  area.   It  is  probable 
that  many  of  the  families  here  are  elderly,  possibly  of  Italian 
origin  end  vexy  poor. 
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AREA  -  D  -  (THE  ORCHARD  PARK  PROJECT) 

Rentes  $56. 

%   Non-White  1964  60% 

Bame   Ownership:  0 

Avg  Family  Size  3.6 

Median  Inccxe:  $2,630 


This  project  is  rapidly  becoming  all  non-white,  and  the 
white  remaining  are  predominantly  elderly  or  large  families 
who  cannot  find  houseing  elsewhere.   The  project  is  one  of 
the  least  desirable  pviblic  housing  projects  in  Boston. 

5496  of  the  families  are  on  V<telfare,  28%  A.D.C.  cases  and 
17%  receiving  Old  Age  Assistance. 

50  families  out  of  774  are  annually  evicted  for  non-payment 
of  rent. 

This  project  has  a  high  concentration  of  children  20%  of 
the  families  having  6  members  or  more. 
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AREA  E 

Rents  I  $55  to  $50 

Predominantly  Non-White 

Home  Ownership I  +20% 

Income t  Along  Dudley  Street  -  $3,800 

Between  Blue  Hill  &  Warren  -  $5,000 

Persons/D.U.  3.5 


Along  Dudley  Street  are  concentrated  deteriorating  shopping 
and  rooming  houses  occupied  by  young  non-whites. 

The  area  south  of  Dudley  is  more  family  based  with  some 
whites  still  living  there. 
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AREA  -  F  ~  DUDLEY  STREET 


Rents  t 


Income  t 


%   Noiv-Whltej 
Home  Ownerships 
Persons/D.U. t 


$40*8  and  below 

$4,500 

10%  and  below 

+20 

3.5 


Is  a  low  income  white  area  almost  solidly  white,  east  of 
Dudley  Street.   Single  men  and  small  families  are  clustered 
along  Dudley.   The  remainder  of  the  area  has  larger  families. 
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AREA  6  &  J 

Avg  Rent  J 

$45 

Home  Ownership* 

+20% 

%   Noi>- White  < 

30%  (1960) 

Peraons/D.U, 

3.5 

Income : 

$4500 

Area  is  in  racial  transition  though  predominantly  noiir- 
white  in  1964.   Lower  part  of  area  has  large  tract  of  vacant 
land.   This  lower  part  also  has  a  higher  home  ownership  than 
the  upper  section.  Area  G  &  J  has  a  larger  proportion  of 
young  non-whites. 
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AREA  -  I  -  (THE  HILL) 

Rent!  Over  $50  mo. 

%   Non-Whitet        In  racial  transition  (top  of  hill  white, 

rest  non-white) 

Home  Ownership:     Go  as  high  as  50% 

Income t  $5,000 

Persons/D.U.        3.7 


Top  of  Hill  -  Private  housing  -  middle  income  area, 
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I^KBR  -  &  -  Uphaws  Corner 

Rents  $50  -   60 

%  Uotk-yihitet  0 

HoMe  OvMtrehlpt     30% 

Zncone  $5,500 

Per son/t). O.  t        range  froei  3,0  to  S.O 


All  white  niddle  incone  area,  highest  income  in  GN. 
Area  has  the  highest  proportion  of  females  with  clerical 
skills.  Shopping  centered  in  Uj^ans  Corner. 


ARBA  -  M  -  Blue  Hill 


Avg.   Rentt 

$50 

%  tfon-White 

90% 

Home  Ownership! 

±  15% 

Income t 

$4,239 

Persons/D.U. 

3.6 

Densely  populated  area.   Low  income  40%  of  the  men  have 
semi-skilled  occupations  and  the  females  are  employed  in 
unskilled  jobs.   Family  size  is  large  and  the  area  has  a 
large  proportion  of  young  noi>-white. 

Shopping  and  social  activity  center  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 
Signs  of  social  ferment  are  evident  by  institutions  such  as 
the  Muslim  Church,  Core,  the  Boston  Action  Group,  The  Blue 
{^  Hill  Protestant  Center. 

Of  the  area's  600  insnigrants  (moved  in  the  past  five 
year  (1960  census)  60%  are  from  the  south. 
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AREA  -    P 


i 


Rents 


%  Isloiv-White  t 


Home  Ownership: 


Income ; 


$70  to  $80 
30%  (1960) 
±20% 
$5400 


The  highest  rent  area  of  the  GN  (excluding  Washington  Park) 
A  stable  middle  Income  area. 
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This  is  not  a  fin:.l  report  but  a  review  copy.  It  Is 
to  be  held  in  confidence  and  should  not  be  quoted  In 
any  part  \iflthout  the  permission  of  the  Boston  Historical 
Conservation  Committee. 


Roxbury  -  Preliminary  Report 
Prepared  by  The  Boston  Historical  Conservation  Committee 

January  11,  1965 


l/alter  Mulr  "/.'hit  eh  ill,  Chairman 
'Jilliam  J.  Gumey,  Secretary 
Josephine  Chappie, Re search  Analyst 
Natalie  S.  Forbes,  Re  search  Analjrst 
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A   List  of  the  Buildings  of  Architectural  Significance  In 
the  Roxbury-  North  Dorchester  G.N.R.P.  Area 
By  the  Hoston  Historical  Conservation  Committee 


The  buildings  that  are  located  within  the  Washington 
Park  Urban  Renewal  Area  are  marked  with  a  red  dot.* 


Buildings  of  architectural  and  historic  significance  often 

vary  considerably  in  quality,  age  and  condition.  For  effective 

a 
and  worthwhile  preservation,  a  means  of  distinguishing  the  vlue 

of  one  building  from  another  is  necessary,  so  the  following  system 

listed 
has  been  adopted, In  the  order  of  their  Importance: 

Nationally  Important 
Valuable  to  City 
Valuable  to  Area 
//or thy  of  Mention 


) 


NATIOMLLY  II-TPORTANT 

1.  Shirley-Eustls  House.  Shltley  Street. 


Built  in  1747.  Home  of  Governors  vrilliam 
Shirley  and  "iilliam  Eustls.  Considered 
by  the  Boston  National  Historic  Sites 

Gonimission  as  the  most  important' 
Colonial  mansion  in  Boston.  It  has 
been  proposed  by  the  B.N.H.S.C.  that 
this  building  be  made  a  National  Historic 
^^ Landmark  and  at  present  the  proposal 
is  under  consideration  in  C^gress. 
The  Shirley-Eustls  mansion  Is  the  only 
building  in  this  area,  worthy  of  the 
highest  rating. 


G 

VALUABLE  T0  CITY  M 

2.  Eliot  Square.  First  Unitarian  Church. 

^  '  Built  in  1804.  An  excellent  example 

,1'  of  Federal  church  architecture. 

This  buildlns  is  the  fifth  of  a  series  of 
,:.j  J-/,  church  buildings  constructed  on  this 

site  since  1632.  John  Eliot  ,  missionary 
to  the  Indians,  was  minister  in  l8th  c. 
Early  19th  c.  became  Unitarian. 
Steeple  replaced  after  hurrlcartof  1954 


^a? 
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VALUABLE  TO  CITY  (continued) 

3.  Dlllaway-Thomas  House.  1G3  Roxbury  ;3treet 


G<"-mbrol  roofed,  clipboard,  Georgian 
house.  Ituilt  In  1750  by  Reverend 
Oliver  Peabouy  as  parsonage  for  First 
Church  at  Eliot  Square.  During 
Revolutionary  'Jar,  headquarters  for 
Ben.  Thomas.  One  of  few  examples  of 
this  style  existing  within  the  Boston 
llttits  (floday. 


4.  Sustis  Street  Buring  Ground.  Corner  of 

Euctis  Street. 


■/Washington  St.  and 


Dates  from  1633,  one  of  oldest  burial 
places  in  New  England.  John  Eliot, 
Indian  missionary,  Joseph  V/arren,  hero 
of  the  Battle  of  Bunker  Hill  ,  and 
the  Dudley  family bovied  t-have.. 


The  next  level  of  value  is  Valuable  to  Area.  In 
these  cases,  the  buildings  have  a  particular 
significance  and  all  efforts  should  be  made  to 
preserve  them,  as  well  as  try  to  renovate  them. 


VALUABLE  TO  AREA 

5.  Alvah  Klttredge  House.  10  Linv;ood  Street 

Handeome  Greek  Revival  mansion  with 
giant  ionic  portico  across  the  front. 
Built  in  1836  by  Deacon  Alvah  Klttredge. 
Today  has  lofet  its  original  wings  and 
estate,  and  is  crowded  between  later 
buildings.   If  Mtau±i=^^  restored,  then 
would  be  rated  Valuable  to  City. 

6.  Guild  House. -f^9§$L^v;a3hington  S  reet. 

Importaht  Greek  Revival  mansion.  Built 
by  James  Guildi  l§ading  citizen)  idthe 
1830s  to  early  18403.   Unusual     ' 
architectural  detail-hipped  roof, 
double  side  pilasters  and  a  two-story 
projecting  frontispiece.  Still  have 
spacious  grounds  altnough  now  overgrown. 
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VALUABLE  T©  AREA  )) 


^      7.  12  Ilorley  Street.  Edward  Everett  Hale  House. 

^  .       Greek  Revival  mansion  v;ith  giant  ionic  portico. 
()■<*>v^»x:'Ulc^Ja^«^o.,,_^^^J,j_gJ^J^ally  neighbor  and  contemporary  of 

Kittred^e  house,  but  it  v^as  jSlmilarly^  moved 
to  side  street,  and  has  lost  estate. 
Sdv;-ard  Everett  Hale,  minister  and  writer, 
author  of  "Man  Without  a  Country" . 


I 


8.  125  Highland  Street.  William  Lloyd  Garrison .House. 

Frame  house  v/ith  Italienate  Revival  features. 
Home  of  abolitionist  vailiam  Lloyd  Garrison 
from  lt64  on.  nov;  St.  Monica's  Home  for 
Aged  Colored  People. 

9»  130  Warren  Street,  ".farren  House. 

Stone  Gothic  Revival  house.  Built  in  1846. 
On  site  of  old  V/arren  homestead.  There 
General  Joseph  '.barren,  hero  of  Battle  of 
Bunker  Hill,  lived.   One  of  fev;  examples  of. 
■   large,  stone,  Gothic  Revival  houses  in  area. 

10.  5-5  Glenwood  Street.  Davie s  ^^-is-nsion. 

Large,  clapboard,  early  Federal  mansion. 
Gambrel  roof.  ?ne  of  few  of  this  style  and 
goalQ  to   survlv©  In  the  Booton  areat 
Kov;ever,  in  very  poor  condition-may  be 
beyond  point  of  reasonable  rehabilitation. 
Built  in  1781  by  Dr.  Jonathan  Davie s  and 
was  referred  to  as  "the  great  house  of 
Dr.  Jonathan  Davies". 

11.  640  Parker  Street.  Burl<hardt  Brewery  Company. 

Handsome,  tall   stone  commercial  buildings. 
Color  and  texture  of  stone  gives  a  striking 
a-opea ranee.  Successful  relationship  of 
buildings.  Originally  the  Burkhardt  Brewery 
company,  built'around  i860  and  continued 
to  operate  through  19th  c.  Now  a  storage 
warehouse. 

12.  Fellowes  Athe^naeum.  Corner  of  Millmont  Street  and  Lambert  St. 

Revivd 
Italian  Renaissance  Library.  Built  in  1873« 
In  the  same  stylistic  traditions  as  the 
B.P.L.  and  the  Boston  Athenaeum. 
Given  to  the  city  as  a  bequest  of  Caleb 
Fellowes,  successful  China  trade  merchant. 


• 
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VALUABLE  TO  AR3A  (cont..) 


13.  2-  8  Sewall  Sf.reet. 


14.  Cedar  Square. 


15*  Spooner  House.  64 


A  group  of  small  stone  row  houses. 

Although  modest,  this  row  is  transfoumed 
from  standard  v/orkingman' s  cotta5Q 
to  a  charming  piece  of  architecture 
hj   e;;callent  use  of  stone.  Best  of 
this  tvpe.  Built  around  i860. 


.-  ttractivo  open  area  near  the  center 
0:'  tovm.  /[ppeared  unnamed  on  maps 
from  1835-^^,  by  1848  listed  in  Directory 
as  Oed^.r  Square  and  In  I85I  officially 
given  to  the  City  by  Deacon  Alvah 
Eittredge.  Never  consciously  developed 
as  urban  square,  architecture  equally 
unpls.n"ned-ri]lsture  of  freestanding 
houses  and  rov/-  houses.  Offers  opportunity 
to  devtlop. 
Bartle1;^t  St.   -.'ooden  Federal  mansion  built 

n  cfter  the  close  of  Revolution  by 

or  John  Jones  Spooner.  - 
Vforthy  of  Mention 


The  rest  of  the  buildings  in  Roxbury  have  been  rated 
"Worthy  of  Mention.  They  are  generally  buildings  of  some  inuereat 
that  should  not  be  altered  or  destooyed  without  careful  thought. 
They  have  been  selected  for  their  architectural  value,  ranging 
in  styles  from  Pre-Federal  and  Federal,  to  Greek  Revival,  to 
Italienate  Revival,  to  Gothic  Revival,  to  French  Second  Empire, 
to  a  localj  ^ative  style. 


Pre-  Federal  and  F.ederal 


16.  16-16  Ei^l-nchard  Street.   One-story,  wooden  and  brick  building 

Located  on  the  Spponer  estate 
(Spooner  mansion  w*^   at  64  Bartlett 
Street  and  built  &Q0ii7S.tier   the 
end  of  the  Revolution) 


/  17.  7  Kenilworth  Street 
18.  13  Kenilworth  Streel 


Little  clapboard  building  dating 
from  Federal  or  before. 

Another  clapboard  house,  next  door. 
I'Onitor  roof. 


19.  13  Regent  Street.  Gray  House 

Originally  Federal  house  with  hipped 
roof.  However,  largely  renovated  in 

20th  c. 


20.  33  Bynner  Street. 


Old  clapboard  farmhouse,  '.fide 
proportions  of  facade  indicate  earlv 

date .  ' 


) 


J 


21.  47  Bynner  Street 


22.  51  Bynner  Street 


Federal  house,  moved  to  present  location 
in  la  e  19th  c 

Federal  house,  all  three  in  a  rov/, 
but  ori£:inally  each  one  was  situated 
on  a  large  tract  of  land  and  all  but 
//33  v/ere  moved. 


23.  2  ElJnwood  Street 


24.  64  >:agazine  Street  > 


25.  17  Nira  Street 


Federal  house,  originally  faced 
V/anhington  Street  (now  Roxbury) 
Surrounding  area  now  in  poor  condition^ 
compared  to  original  appearance. 
Only  surviving  Federal  building  in 
th3,t  area. 

.Clapboard  house,  good  condition. 
Magazine  Street  was  the  old  way  to 
the  povfder  magazine.  Few  buildings 
located  on  it.  This  one  may  have  been 
moved. 

Federal  frame  house,  near  Jamaica  Plain/ 
Moved  from  61  Day  Street,  (off  map) 


Greelc  Revival 

Of  all  the  styles  in  the  19th  c^  the  Greek  Revival  produced 
the  largest  number  of  Interesting  houses  that  have  survived 
until  today.  (Discussed  previously  were  the  Alvah  Fittredge  House(p.2) 
the  Guild  Hou8e(p.2),  and  the  Edv;ard  Everett  House(p.3)j.Greek 
Revival  period  covers  the  period  from  the  l820s  -  l840s.It 
corresponds  to  a  time  of  grov;th  in  Roxbury,  many. new  streets 
were  laid  out  and  many  houses  vrere  built.  These  Greek  Revival 
houses  are  scattered  around  the  outskirts  of  the  Federal  core, 
the  Sliot  Square  area,  and  their  locations  Indicate  the  places 
of  grov;th  during  these  decades. 

Typical  architectural  features  of  the  Greek  Revival  house- 
pitched  roof,  often  gable  end  to  street,  one  or  two  story  portico, 
and  classical  .doorway.  In  this  area  the  house  is  usually  wood 
and  freestanding,  although  a  few  .examples  of  the  brick  rowhouses 
do  occurs 


#  26.  5-7,  9-11  Akron  Street. 

27.  13  and  16  Auburn  Street 

28.  48  Centre  Street 


Two  large  houses  side  by  side.. 
Typcial  style. 

Two  single  awellings- standard  type. 

Attempt  at  mor^originallty- 
monitor  roof,  two-story  pilasters 
and  unusually  small  windows. 


) 


6. 


Greek  Revival (continued) 


29 •64  Centre  Street 


30.117  and  121  Centre  Street 


one-story,  sheathed  ,  G.R.  house 
next-door  to  48 

typical-  have  pilasters  in  ' 
place  of  columns 


31.   23  Dudley  Street 


32.  38-40  Dudley  s'-^'reet 


brick,  freestanding,  near  Eliot 
Sauare.  Interesting. 

standard  double  brick  house 
of  intown  Boston. 


33.  46  Dudley  Street 

34.  326  Dudley  Street 

35.  40  Field  S:^reet 


^    36.  Raskins  street 

37*  11  Hav;thorne  Street 

38.  36  -  38  Higliland  Ave. 

39.  140  Highland  Street. 

40.  22-24  Eeniworth  Street 

41.  9  Millmont  Street. 
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42.  30  Millmont  Street 


small  v^ooden  house  next  door 
to  above . 

typcial  G.R. 

Interesting  example  of  the  G.R. 
one-story,  with  steeply  pitched 
roof  and  overhanging  eaves- 
rerainiscent  of  the  Dutch  influence 

3  similar  Greek  Revival  houses. 

large  G.R.  house,  near  Highland 
street. 

Just  off  Highland  Street.  A 
double  house  with  a  rov;-  of  giant 
pillars. 

Rambling  Greek  REvival  house-  on 
large  tr^ct  ofl  land. 

Double  brick  house-  typical 
of  Boston  Proper,  next  door 
to  Sllot  Congregational  Church 
that  burned  down  in  1953 • 

Probably  once  a  handsome  house, 
now  stuck  behind  other  buildings 
and  hardly  can  be  seen  from  the 
street.  Oripinally  faced  Highland 
Street  as  did  many  of  these 
large  houses.^! 

Typclal  G.R.  house. 


) 


• 


43-46.   81,85,  99-101,  162  Kount  Pleasant  Street. 

Four  G.R.  houses  on  this  one  street. 
99-101  is  a  double  house. 


47.  13-15  Putnam  Street. 

48.  25  Putnam  Street. 

49.  51  St.  James  Street 

50.  65  St.  James  Street 


51.  45  Vernon  Street 

52.  331  V/alnut  Avenue 


Double,  wooden  G.R.  house, 
unpalnted.  across  from  First  Church 

a.t  Eliot  Square. 

Single  v/ooden  G.R.  house,  corner 
of  Roxbury  S-f 


ty-:dcal, 


on 


An  Imacrinative  variation  f^poa  the 
standard  Greek  Revival  house; 
wide  vertical  pilasters,  hipped 
roof,   and  horizontal  string  course/ 
at  second  story. 

G.R.  house  with  a  row  of  tall  slender 
ionic  columns  across  the  facade. 

G.R.  house-  fev;  buildings  from  this 
early  date  have  survived  on  '.-[alnut 
Avenue.  It  became  a  fashionable  area 
in  latter  part  of  century. 


53.  53  Forest  Str.-et. 

5^«  55  Forest  Street 

55'  15  Greenville  Street 

56.  24-26  Linden  Park 

57.  30  Linden  Park 

#  58.  24  Rockland  Street 

#  59.  15  St.  James  S^ . 

60.  80  Thornton  St. 

61.  15  Vernon  Street 

62.  23  ieston  Street. 


All  the  rest  of  the  houses  need 
no  description,  they  are  typical 
of  the  Greek  Revival  style,  and 
have  no  unusual  attributes. 
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Ttallenr-to  Rc^vlvc-l 

The  Italienate  Revival  In  ths  Roxbury  ar^ found  nowhere  near 
the  popularity  that  the  Greek  Revive:!  hao  enjoyed.   Architecturally 
the  Gtyle  may  be  recognized  by  auch  details  as  arched  doorways, 
round-headed  windov/s ,  bracket  cornlcos  and  hooded  dormers.  It  begins 
around  the  middle  of  the  19th  contur;''  and  continues  through*  to  the 
l890s  in  various  forms.  The  typical  Italienate  Revival  house  in 

.....      -         -   5.1 

'as 


architecture . 


63*91  Thornton  Street 


Italienate  wooden  house,  not  far 
from  Cedar  Square . 


64.  146  Cedar  Street 


65*  :)2-34  Highland  Avenue 


Large  vrooden  house  with  typical 
Italienate  detail. 

Double  Italienate  house,  next 
door  to  the  double  Greek  Revival 
house . 


66.  714  Parker  Street 


•  67 •  47  Tovmsend  Street. 


Tv;o- story  fllapboard  Italienate 
chapel.  Unusual. 

Two-story  Italienate  mansion, 
still  surrounded  by  a  large  tract 
of  land.   Once  the  property  of 
Theodore  Otis,  mayor  of  Roxbury. 
iro'w  sadly  in  need  of  paint. 


Gothic  Revival 


Gothic  Revival  style  appears  ir.  the  Roxbury  area  from  around 
the  l640s  and  lasts  for  three  or  four  more  decades,  going  through 
various  phases.  One  group  is  knovm  as  "carpenter's  gothic",  dervied 
from  the  large  amount  of  carved  wooden  decoration.   The  fad  began 
in  the  late  l830s,  popularized  by  a  book  of  drawings  by  /filliam 
Bailey  Lang,  1645,  known  as  "Highland  Cottages".  The  houses  are 
chari-cterlzed  by  carved  decoration*  inspired  by  the  Gothic,  by 
asy-metrical  massing,  by  their  small  size  and  by  a  large  number  of 
gables  appearing  at  different  points. 


68.  56  Cedar  Street. 


69.  103  Hampshire  Street. 


70.  34  Lambert  E'^reet 


Typical  style,  covered  with 
tcr  paper  shinglel  now. 

A  one- story  cottage.  Picturesque 
doorway-  triple,  pointed-arch 
entrance.  In  poor  section. 

Gothic  Revival  house  in  stone. 
Similar  to  barren  house(p.3) 


•  71.  130  Cravrford  Street 


in  stone,  stable  for  #300  '.Valnut   Ave 


Gothic  Revival  (cont.) 


.1) 


^ 


72.  6  Kontrose  Street 

73 .  86  Thornton  Street 

*  74.  58  St.  James  Street. 


one-story,  picturesque  cottage, 
one-ctory.   no  attached  decoration. 


v:as 


Gothic  Revival  also  used  for  the  large-scale  mansion.  The 
style  loses  some  of  its  picturescueness  on  this  scale,  hut 
gains  a  certain  stature  and  inipressiveness,  befitting  a  country 
estate. 


75^00  "Yalnut  Avenue. 


Large  Gothic  Revival  mansion 
located  on  the  l?iangular  lot 
hetv.'een  v7alnut  Avenue  and 
Crawford  Sti'^eet.  It  belonged 
to  the  estate  of  Aaron  D.  ViTllllama 


+l->roo3  ^    ^dihurj 


Gothic  Revival  v/as  the  lo^-icc-l  choice  for  church  buildings, 
as  it  represented  the   traditional  church  form.  From  the  mid_d.le 
of  the  19th  century  on,  churches  b'-^gaii  to  appear «^rs""CHey*"3Td  '*" 
In  every  grov;ing  community.  Churches  in  thia  style  took  on  various 
k^    different  appearances  but  In  general  they  v;ere  built  In  stone 
^    or  brick,   and  designed  with  a  corner  tower,  either  round  or  square, 
and  wereckcorated  v/ith  details  frorii  the  C-othic  vocabulary,  such  as 
the  pointed  arch  and  the  rose  window.  A  fev^  have  been  selected  for 
this  survey. 

76.  Dudley  Street  Baptist  Church.  Dudley  Street  near  W9.rren  Street. 

Brick  Gothic  R  evival  church. 
Longitudinal  plan  and  central  steeple. 
Built  in  1853. 

77*  Roxbury  Presbyterian  Church.  VJarren  Street  and  Vfoodbine  Street. 

Gothic  RSvlval  stone  church, 
compact  design  and  corner  tov/er. 

•  .78.  Roxbury  Universalist  Church.  St.  Richards  Street  and  near  '.farren  Sf 

Gothic  Revival  stone  church  v/ith 
square  tower. 

I  79*  Swedenborgian  Church,  barren  Street  at  Regent  street  and  St.  James  St. 

Gothic  Revival- stone  church.  Built 
in  early  1870c.  Yr]o\;n   as  the  Boston 
Highlands  Society.  No  \o<\<^e'r  U^zvc. 

>  80.  Walnut  Avenue  Church,  'falnut  Avenue  at  Dale  Street. 
■^  Stone  chapel  was  built  in  1873  and 

^  the  large  Gothic  Revival  church  of 

Roxbury  Pudding  Stone  v/as  added  in  1889. 
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10. 


French  Second  Empire. 


The  French  Second  Einplre  atyle  \/hlch  began  so  conservatively 
in  the  early  l860s,  developed  into  the  full-blovm  Victorian  archi- 
tecture of  the  latter  part  of  the  century,  so  easily  recognizable 
by  the  French  mansard  roof  and  the  iron  grillv/orl^  decoration. 
The  style  is  common  for  single  or  double  v/ooden  family  dv/eilings 
but  unless  it  reaches  a  high  point  of  individuality,  it  is  of  little 
architectural  significance.  Certain  areas  such  as  Kdreland  S_^reet 
grew  up  in  this  era  and  have  a  large  number  of  substantial  v;ooden 
Victorian  houses.  In  addition  to  the  French  mansard  roofl^  the 
central  projecting  bay,  called  frontispiece,  also  comes  from  French 
sources,  and  tv;o  good  examples  shov;  hov/  these  elements   are  combined 
in  the  Vla-mboyant  and  colorful  style  of  the  Victorian  period. 


81.  3  RocViland  Street 


Two- story  wooden  Second  Empire 
mansion,  with  iron  grillvfork. 
mansard,  rebuilt  or  remodeled 
after  1873*  pea-green  in  color. 


82.  16  V/estmlnster  S.reet. 


Similar  except  an  even  more 
exaggerated  frontispiece  which 
extends  one  story  above  the 
roof line. 


Native  Style 


are 


There/a  few  buildings  in  Roxbury,  that  don't  fit  into  any 
exact  historical  category  and  yet  are  architecturally  interesting, 
mainly  due  to  the  type   of  building  material  used,  a  local  stohe. 
The  proiberties  of  the  stone  itself,  the  rough  surface  texture  and 
the  streaks  of  color,  often  tending  tov/ard  a  rusty  hue,  give  it 
inherent  decorative  qualities.  Sometimes  Roxbury  Pudding  Stone 
is  used,  easily  recognizably  by  its  pebbly  surface.  The  Parker 
Street  v;arehouse3(p.  3)  and  the  Sevrall  Street  row  house3(p.  4) 
have  employed  the  stone  so  successfully,  that  they  have  been  regarded 
as  ■oarticularly  interesting  representatives  of  this  g, r o u p  and  have        , 
been  rated  Valuable  to  Area.  Otherwise,  this  fetone^or  Gothic   a^so  os^d  som-zt,^ 
Revival  buildings,  seems  to  have  been  employed  for  small  houses, 
either  row  or  freestanding. Generally  the$e  stand  only  one  or  two  stories 
high  and  are  devoid  of  added  architectural  ornament.   They  are 
scattered  around,  although  a  fev/  are  collected  around  the  Parker 
Street-Fremont  Street  intersection. 


83.  21  Dorr  Street 


Tv/o-story  stone  house,  probably 
the  earliest  in  the  group. 


84.  682-688  Parker  Street 


W.  102  :?iUincy  Street 
36.  1,2,3,4  Regent  Place 


Four  stone  row  houses,  one-story 
high,  mansard  roof. 

SquJ-re  stone  building,  lov;  mansard 
roof. 

Four  stone  row  houses  with 
mansard  roof. 


O  ■":) 


There  are  many  private  and  public  Inatitutions  which  we   have 
not  included  in  our  survey,  but  which  obviously  are  extremely 
lmpor.fcant  to  the  city ^tuildings  such  ac  t&ehospitals,  museums 
and  schools,  as  v;ell  as  charity  institutions.  One  which  falls 
within  the  /Washington  P^-rk  Urban  Renev/al  area  Is  the  Kotre  Dame 
Academy. 


» 


/ 


^ 


INTER-OFFICE  COMMUNICATI^   . 


"■"^        John  Stain  ton 

AT 

FROM  Dan   Selig 

AT 

ATTENTION:       Shirley-  Eustis  House  Association 
SUBJECT        February  15,  1965 


The  Shirley-Eustis  House  Association  was  incorporated  by  an  act 
of  the  Commonwealth  Legislature  in  1913.   Its  goal  has  been  to 
maintain  the  Shirley-Eustis  House, 

Its  annual  members  range  from  75  to  150;  annual  donations  range 
from  about  $300  to  $400. 

The  officers  of  the  Association  are  as  follow: 

Mrs,  G.  Colkett  Canor,  President 
Mr,  Mark  Bortman,  Vice-President 
Hartwell  Pond,  Tresurer 
Bertram  K.  Little,  Secretary 

The  last  two  are  officers  of  the  Society  for  the  Preservation  of 
New  England  Antiquities.   In  addition  to  these  officers  there  are 
about  eight  directors. 

The  Association  would  cooperate  with  any  program  which  would  assure 
the  continued  preservation  of  the  structure,  regardless  if  the  new 
use  would  be  for  occassional  government  functions  or  a  new  readaptive 
use,  e.g.  a  local  welfare  agency  headquarters. 

Many  people,  perhaps  most  important  of  which  is  former  Governor 
Herter,  are  sympathetic  to  seeing  it  moved  to  a  site  on  Jamaica 
Pond,  near  the  brick  storage  house. 

An  alternate  proposal  dates  from  the  1940''s  which  would  move  the 
house  to  a  city  owned  lot  next  to  the  Gardner  Museum  on  the  Fenway, 
There  would  have  to  be  open  public  space  behind  the  house  on  this 
lot,  perhaps  to  be  made  into  a  small  park  or  playground. 

There  had  been  some  local  interest  for  keeping  the  biiilding  on  its 

present  site.   This  had  been  headed  by  a  Mr,  Kent  sometime  within 

the  last  ten  years,  although  the  present  effort  seems  less  enthusiastic, 

^    The  present  custodian  is  Mrs,  Bateman,   I'gi  told  she  is  quite  strong 
^   willed,  and  very  active  in  local  Republican  committee  work.   She 
opens  the  house  by  appointment  only. 


^ 


^ 
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Shlrley-Eustls  House  Association,  Cont. 

Mr.  Little,  Secretary  of  the  Association,  feels  that  so  far  as  the 
future  of  the  house  Is  concerned,  the  house  per  se  and  its  materials 
are  more  Important  than  the  site,  particularly  In  view  of  the  house 
already  having  been  moved  once.   He  notes  that  significant  amounts 
of  mterlals  remain  from  both  the  Shirley  and  the  Eustls  periods, 
and  that  the  restoration  of  the  house  must  be  sympathetic  to  both 
these  periods.   As  to  use,  he  feels  that  the  house  might  serve  as 
a  place  of  official  or  government  entertainment. 

There  Is,  as  you  know,  a  Roxbury  Historical  Society  whose  headquarters 
are  in  the  Dlllaway-Thomas  House,  on  Eliot  Square.   I  am  inquiring 
what  their  ieel^  are  bfeout  the  Shlrley-Eustls  House  and  how  they 
feel  local  Interest,  if  any,  might  be  marshalled 


c.c.  Marty  Adler 
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R.  Rowland 
January  11,  1965 
John  Stainton 


Historic  Houses  in  Roxburv-North  Dorchester 


The  following  information  is  from  Dan  Selig. 

Shirley  Eustis  House  is  still  privately  owned  by  Historic 
Preservation  Group  pending  passage  of  the  Historic  Preser- 
vation Bill.   Treasurer  of  the  Association  is  Mr.  Little, 

CA  7-3960 .  ^  ^, .  ^^^^^^  (^  Ctt-^ 

The  Dillawav  House  is  owned  and  maintained  by  the  Roxbury 
Historical  Society  which  Dan  says  has  no  money.  He  knows 
no  more  about  it. 

The  Edward  Hale  House  was  recently  purchased  and  is  owned 
by  Richard  McNamara  and  is  presently  being  rehabilitated. 

The  Kitteredqe  House  is  for  sale  and  has  been  for  some 
time.   Owner  is  unkriown. 

This  is  the  extent  of  Dan's  knowledge.   Obviously,  further 
checking  will  be  necessary. 
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Renewal  Planning  Division 
October  9,    1964 


Revised  K-5  School  Plan  for 
Roxbury-N.  Dorchester  GNRP 


Introduction 


The  study  Boston  Schools  -  1962,  directed  by  C.  Sargent  was 
developed  prior  to  the  time  renewal  plans  had  been  prepared  for 
the  Roxbury-N.  Dorchester  GNRP  (in  the  area  outside  of  the 
Washington  Park  Renewal  Project) .   School  proposals  were  thus 
unable  to  take  into  account  changes  in  population  due  to  clearance 
and  redevelopment.   Following  preparation  of  a  preliminary  sketch 
plan,  a  review  of  the  original  school  plan  was  therefore  required 
to  bring  it  up  to  date. 

In  making  the  review,  the  changing  racial  composition  of  the 
area  was  re-examined  for  its  effect  on  school  enrollments  along 
with  trends  in  Parochial  school  enrollment.   The  high  rate  of 
property  abandonment  was  also  studied  to  deteinnine  its  impact. 

The  variables  listed  above  are  difficult  to  quantify  with 
any  accuracy  and  there  is,  of  course,  no  assurance  past  trends 
will  continue  at  the  same  rate  in  the  future.   It  is  clear,  how- 
ever, that  building  to  the  requirements  specified  in  Sargent's 
report  would  result  in  capacities  greatly  in  excess  of  those 
actually  required.  Adjustments  reducing  total  capacity  have 
therefore  been  necessary. 

Sargent's  proposed  grade  organization  (K-5)  and  grade  size 
(30)  have  not  been  altered.   The  schools  proposed  for  abandon- 
ment also  remain  the  same. 

Summary  of  Findings 

1)   Total  1970  enrollment  (exclusive  of  Washington  Park) : 

Projected  Enrollment 

Sargent  8600 

October  1964  6720 


Difference  -  1880 
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2)   Changes  in  school  proposal 

s 

(Schools  to  be 

retained  or 

abandoned  are  not  listed  - 

nvunbers  refer 

to  previous 

staff  reports) 

Sarqent 

October  64 

School          Capacity 

School              '^'apacity 

A.  W.  May  Replacement 

550 

E-8 

550 

Dillaway  Replacement 

350 

E-9 

700 

A,  Gray  -  W.  Bacon  Rep. 

550 

( 

combined  with  Dillaway  Repl. 

A,  Davis  -  A,  Palmer 

Replacement 

550 

eliminated 

Emerson  Addition 

550 

eliminated 

New  Marshf ield 

550 

E-2 

550 

New  Mt.  Pleasant 

700 

eliminated 

N.  Hawthorne  addition 

280 

eliminated 

J.  winthrop  Repl. 

550 

E-4 

550 

B.  Fenwick  Repl. 

550 

E-5 

550 

P.  Brooks  Repl. 

350 

E-6 

700 

Q,  E.  Dickerman  Repl. 

700 

E-7 

700 

New  K-5  near  Geneva  St 

550 

eliminated 

Total  New  Capacity    6,780  4,300 

Note:   The  net  difference  in  capacity  (2480)  is  greater  than  the 
net  difference  in  enrollment  (1880).   This  is  due  to  a 
somewhat  closer  relationship  of  capacity  to  projected  en- 
rollment than  was  used  by  Sargent.  Later  additions  may 
therefore  be  required. 

Enrollment  Projections 

The  projections  of  1970  K5  enrollment  were  made  considering 
the  following  variables. 

1)   Decline  in  housing  stock  due  to  Clearance  and  Abandonment 

a)   Clearance  for  Roads,  Schools,  Industry  and  new  hous- 
ing; 1960  occupied  housing  units  were  calculated  by 
tract  (Source  1960  Census)  minus  proposed  clearance. 
(See  Map  A) . 
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b)   Abandonment  due  to  obsolescence,  fire,  tax  foreclosure, 
etc, 

1960  and  64  Police  census  data,  listing  all  adults  in 
the  area  over  20,  was  used  to  calculate  the  decline 
in  housing  units.   It  was  assumed  the  decline  in  hous- 
ing units  was  in  proportion  to  the  decline  in  adult 
population. 

Decline  factors,  averaging  about  .83  (a  17%  reduction 
in  occupied  dwelling  units)  were  applied  to  Map  A 
(1960  D.U. 's)  to  obtain  the  number  of  1964  occupied 
housing  units  (assuming  clearance  had  taken  place). 
From  1964  to  1970  decline  factors  of  approximately 
,90  (a  7%  decline  in  occupied  d,u,'s)  were  used. 
(Certain  tracts  had  larger  or  smaller  declines  as  per 
police  census  data.   (See  Table  I).   No  decline  was 
calculated  for  public  housing  units.   This  is  con- 
sidered a  conservative  estixuate  in  that  it  roans  the 
rate  of  abandonment  is  projected  to  taper  off  .oetween 
1965  and  1970. 

2)  Plan  Proposals  for  New  Housing 

The  number  of  new  dx/elling  units  to  be  built  in  each 
area  was  calculated  using  the  October  2nd  Sketch  Plan 
residential  re-use  acreages  with  an  assumed  density  of 
20  d.u./Acre  (consistent  with  the  18-27  d.u./Acre 
density  of  neighboring  Washington  Park  developments) . 
The  470  units  proposed  for  Academy  Homes  (density  27 
d.u./Acre)  were  included  in  the  housing  unit  counts. 
The  Bartlett  Street  garage  site  was  not  included  in  the 
D.  U.  count  because  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  site's 
future  disposition.   The  number  of  new  housing  units  is 
shown  by  tract  on  Map  A-1. 

3)  Changes  in  Racial  Composition 

Using  1950  and  1960  census  data  the  percentage  of  non- 
white  D.U. 's  was  plotted  for  each  census  tract  (Maps 
B  &  C) .   For  more  detailed  analysis  1960  data  was  also 
plotted  by  block  but  is  not  included  in  this  report) , 
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TABLE  A 


Estimated  Number  of  Occupied  D.U.'s  1960  to  1970 


Year 


Occupied  D.U.'s 


1960 


1964 


16,700 

-3/000  Natural  decline 
13,700  1960  to  1964 


-3,000  Clearance  based  on 
10,700  Oct  2  Sketch  Plan 


1970 


-600  Natural  decline 
1964  to  1970 
+2,220  New  housing  units* 
12,320 


♦Includes  470  units  proposed 
for  Academy  Homes  Site 
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TABLE  I 

-  Decline  in  Existing  Housd 

ung  Units 

-  1960-1970 

1960  Occ. 

Decline* 

1964 

Decline** 

1970 

D.U. • s  minus 

Factor 

Occ. 

Factor 

Occ. 

Tract 

clearance 

1960-64 

D.U.'s 

64-70 

D.U.'s 

S3 

751 

.85 

631 

.93 

587 

T6 

1291 

.81 

1046 

.90 

952 

T7-A 

411 

.87 

358 

.95 

337 

T7-B 

625 

.84 

525 

.92 

483 

U-1 

1262 

.81 

1022 

.91 

930 

U-3 

(partial) 

432 

.80 

346 

.90 

315 

U-4 

(partial) 

254 

.76 

193 

.88 

170 

U-6A 

(partial) 

595 

.87 

518 

.94 

487 

V-1 

113 

.90 

100 

.95 

95  . 

P-2 

44 

.95 

42 

.98 

41 

P-3 

865 

.90 

779 

.95 

740 

P-4 

736 

.86 

633 

.93 

589 

P-5 

763 

.83 

633 

.92 

582 

P-6 

1169 

.90 

1052 

.95 

999 

Q-1 

79 

.70 

55 

.85 

47 

Q-2 

(pub. 

hsg) 

346 

1 

346 

1 

346 

Q-2 

(priv. 

hsg) 

91 

.83 

75 

.92 

68 

Q-3 

(pub. 

hsg) 

410 

1 

410 

1 

410 

Q-3 

(priv. 

hsg) 

678 

.82 

562 

.91 

506 

Q-4 

513 

.83 

426 

.92 

392 

Q-5 

834 

.82 

684 

.91 

629 

R-1 

51 

.80 

41 

.90 

37 

R-2 

66 

.80 

53 

.90 

48 

R-3 

196 

.82 

161 

.91 

145 

S-2 

25 

.85 

21 

.93 

20 

♦Based  on  Police  Census  Data 
**100- (60-64  Decline  Factor)   /2  +  60-64  Decline  Factor 
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Changes  do  not  occur  in  a  linecr  fashion,  Whi. o  one 
tract  may  increase  from  .1%  non-white  in  1950  to  .45% 
non-white  in  1960  another  tract  may  only  increase  from 
,1%  to  12.0%.   Furthermore,  there  is  no  way  of  knowing 
whether  the  change  occurred  within  the  10  year  span 
between  1950  and  1960.   Therefore,  it  was  decided  to 
use  judgment  based  on  field  observations  and  familiarity 
with  the  Roxbury  area  in  order  to  project  1970  racial 
distribution  while  keeping  in  mind  the  trends  and 
patterns  of  1950  and  1960.   (See  Map  D) . 

4)   Increases  of  school  children  due  to  increases  in  house- 
holds with  child-bearing  females.  -  (fertility  estimates). 

a)   Non-White  -  White  Differences 

Population  pyramids  for  the  GN  indicate  that  the 
non-white  population  has  a  larger  proportion  of 
child  bearing  females  than  the  white  population. 
Consequently  as  the  population  of  the  non-whites  in 
the  G.N,  increases  the  number  of  school  children 
per  household  increases.   This  change  was  accounted 
for  by  separately  calculating  ratios  of  K-5  school 
children  to  occupied  housing  units  for  whites  and 
non-whites  (See  Table  II) .   It  was  done  for  both 
1960  and  1965.   1965  figures  were  projected  irv-  moving 
the  1960  0-6  age  group  forward  five  years. 

In  both  the  1960  white  and  non-white  populations, 
the  nijmber  of  pre- school  children  exceeds  the  number 
of  school  children.   Thus  a  0-6  year  old/d.u.  ratio 
is  consistently  larger  than  the  5-11  year  old  d.u. 
ratio  (See  Table  II) .   It  was  assxmed  that  the  1970 
K5  ratios  would  be  the  same  as  the  1960  ratio  of 
0-6  year  old/d.u. 
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White 

No  n- White 

%   Non- 

Ratio 

1965  K5/* 

1960 

K5/ 

1965  K5/* 

White 

1960  K5/ 

D.U. 's 

D.U.' 

s 

D.U.'s 

Tract 

1960 
2.0 

D.U. 's 
.24 

.35 

P6 

.39 

.57 

P3 

6.0 

.33 

.36 

.58 

1.07 

Q5 

12.0 

.35 

.47 

.47 

.78 

T7B 

12.0 

.25 

.29 

.63 

.77 

Q4 

17.0 

.38 

.42 

.46 

.56 

R4 

15.0 

.37 

.41 

.59 

.93 

Q2 

21.0 

.40 

.47 

.47 

.55 

S2 

20.0 

.39 

.43 

.42 

.46 

VI 

28.0 

.12 

.16 

.45 

.59 

Q3 

30.0 

.44 

.48 

.66 

.71 

S3 

33.0 

.33 

.44 

.48 

.63 

USB 

45.0 

.12 

.18 

.40 

.49 

T7A 

45.0 

.18 

.27 

.61 

.77 

P5 

48.8 

.45 

.54 

.70 

.92 

U3 

45.0 

.27 

.27 

.54 

.74 

U4 

58.0 

.36 

.39 

.56 

.62 

Ul 

61.0 

.24 

.29 

.50 

.67 

U2 

74.0 

.21 

.23 

.48 

.60 

T6 

76.0 

.18 

.21 

.55 

.75 

U6A 

80.0 

.17 

.19 

.42 

.56 

U5 

87.0 

.13 

.16 

.43 

.52 

*Based  on  Ratio  of  0-6  year  olds  to 
occupied  housing  units  (1960  Census) 
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b)   Neighborhood  Patterns 

In  plotting  K5  ratios  by  tract,  a  pattern  emerges 
(See  Map  E) .   In  part  it  is  a  reflection  of  housing 
types. 

In  Q2,  in  the  Orchard  Park  Housing  project,  the 
Negro  and  White  K5  ratio  is  close  (.47  and  .55 
respectively) .   Since  the  dwelling  unit  sizes  sig- 
nificantly influence  family  size  in  this  instance 
it  can  be  assvimed  that  the  Negro  ratio  will  not  in- 
crease even  if  the  project  becomes  all  Negro. 

Tracts  were  grouped  based  on  similarities  of  ratios 
and  weighted  average  ratios  were  assigned  to  each 
grouping  (See  Table  III). 

TABLE  III 

Ratios  of  K5  Population  to  Occupied  Housing  Units, 
Used  for  1970  Projections*  by  Sub-Areas 

K5/D.  U.  Ratio 
Sub  Area         Tracts  Negro    White 

Grove  Hall        T6,  T7A,  T7B       .76       .26 

U6A  .56       .19 

Ul  .67       .29 

Uphams  Corner     P2,  P3,  P6        .75      .35 

Dudley  St.  Area   Q2,  Q3,  Q4,  Q5     .66      .47 

Highland  Park     U3,  U4,  VI,  S2, 

S3  .65      .39 

Dacia-Blue  Hill   P4,  P5  .92      .46 

♦Based  on  1965  K5/D.U.  ratios 
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c)   Children  in  New  Housing  Developments 

A  K5/D.U.  (1970)  ratio  of  .7  (based  on  that  of 
Marksdale  Gardens)  was  used  for  all  proposed  hous- 
ing developments  in  the  GN.   This  ratio  is  close 
to  the  average  1965  non-white  K-5  ratio  (.66)  for 
the  GN  as  a  whole.   However,  since  Academy  Homes 
will  have  four  and  five  bedroom  apartments  (none  in 
Marksdale)  a  K-5  ratio  of  .85  was  used  for  these 
470  units. 


5,   Changes  in  Parochial  Enrollment 

In  1960  the  K5  school  enrollment  for  the  entire  GN  was 
8,360  pupils  (Sargent  Report).   The  total  K5  population 
was  10,440  for  the  GN  (U.  S.  Census).   Thus,  only  30% 
of  the  K5  children  in  Roxbury- Nor th  Dorchester  atcended 
public  school  in  1960.   Sargent  assumed  the  nxjmber  of 
parochial  school  children  would  remain  constant,  (as  a 
proportion  of  total  enrollment  they  would  decline  as  the 
total  was  forecast  to  increase).   However,  a  decline  of 
parochial  school  enrollment  has  been  taking  place.   The 
trend  in  Catholic  Schools  in  shown  in  Table  IV.   There- 
fore it  has  been  assumed  that  in  1970  90%  of  the  K-5 
aged  children  will  be  enrolled  in  public  school. 

TABLE  IV-  The  Decline  in  Roxbury  Catholic 
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School 

Enrollment 

1960 

1963 

Increase  or 

School 

CVB.COS 

1-8 

Enrol Iment 
370 

Enrollment 
322 

De 

cline 

St.  John 

-48 

-13% 

St.  Joseph 

1-8 

372 

293 

-81 

-21% 

St.  Patrick 

1-8 

748 

723 

-25 

-  3% 

Our  Lady  of 

Perpetual  Help 

1-8 

1273 

1123 

-50 

-  4% 

Holy  Trinity 

1-8 

245 

195 

-50 

-20% 

Academy  of  Notre 

Dame 

3-8 

152 

41 

-111 

-73% 

St.  Francis  DeSales 

1-8 

264 

290 

-f-7G 

+10% 

Total 

3424 

2987 

-339 

-11% 
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This  assumption  of  a  90%  public  school  enrollment  used 
for  1970  projections  has  been  applied  evenly  throughout 
the  GN,  despite  the  probability  that  a  larger  proportion 
of  children  attend  parochial  schools  in  white  areas  than 
in  non-white  areas.   However,  the  numbers  are  not  large 
enough  to  make  a  significant  difference. 

6.   1970  Projection 

The  variable  of  housing  abandonment,  clearance,  new 
housing,  changing  racial  composition  and  declining 
parochial  school  enrollment  are  combined  in  Map  F  to 
arrive  at  the  estimated  1970  public  school  K5  er, -ollmont 
for  each  tract. 

A  plan  showing  the  size  and  location  of  new  schools  was 
then  developed  based  upon  these  projected  enrollments 
and  in  consideration  of  schools  to  ronain,  and  the 
existing  and  proposed  major  street  patterns  (Map  G) • 
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% 

**%   TO        John  Stainton 

AT  November  10,  1964 

FROM     Sumner  Hoisington 

AT 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT   REVIEW  OF  REVISED  K-5  SCHOOL  PLAN  FOR  ROXBURY-NO.  DORCHESTER 

It  would  appear  that  the  methodology  used  in  deriving  your 
1970  estimates  is  sound,  given  the  basic  assumption  of  the  sta- 
bility and  the  population  per  dwelling  unit  under  the  period  in 
question.   I  only  have  three  specific  comments  that  may  interest 
you. 

1.  In  your  estimate  of  the  percentage  change  in  the  number 
of  occupied  dwelling  units  between  1964  and  1970  (Table  1  pg.  4), 
you  have  really  given  no  justification  for  the  significantly 
smaller  decline  factor  over  that  used  between  1960-1964.  Perhaps 
this  is  not  necessary;  however,  the  figures  in  Table  1  do  not 
reflect  the  significant  change  which  you  are  anticipating.  For 
example,  under  the  1960-64  period  you  have  estimated  a  total  de- 

"^  cline  of  15.94  percent  (this  excludes  public  housing),  this  repre- 

sents an  average  annual  decline  of  4  percent.  Under  the  1964-70 
period,  the  total  decline  was  estimated  at  7.6  percent,  an  average 
annual  rate  of  1.277o. 

I  am  not  necessarily  questioning  the  validity  of  your  assump- 
tions, but  only  making  another  comparison  between  the  two  periods 
which  I  feel  more  fully  emphasizes  the  projected  change  in  the 
rate  of  decline. 

2.  On  page  5,  the  second  sentence  should  read  45%  instead 
of  .45%. 

3.  I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  your  estimate  of  the  changes 
to  be  expected  in  parochial  achool  enrollment  and  in  fact  might 
not  be  surprised  to  see  an  even  larger  portion  of  the  children 
enrolled  in  public  schools  by  1970. 

Unless  you  have  some  objection,  I  will  hold  your  report  in 
our  files. 
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INTER-OFFICE   COMMUNICATIC 
R-50   MEMORANDUM   314 


TO 
AT 

FROM 
AT 

ATTENTION: 
SUBJECT 


Mr,  Stainton 
Mr,  Rowland 

November  18,  1964 

R-50  /  PLANNING  RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  BOSTON 
SCHOOL  OF  BUSINESS  EDUCATION 

John,  what  reconunendations  are  you  making  for  the 
Boston  School  of  Business  Education  now  located  on 
Warren  Street? 
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Five  Alternaitive  Sites  for  the  Location 
of  Two  K^j  Schools  in  the  varren  Jtn.i^t. 
Columbia  Hoad,  Crosstovrn  Boulevard  Area. 


4 
Q 


TABLE 


East    o± 


lilvd 


SCHOGL  SITE 
1 bevon  &   Blue  Hill  C,rove  Hall 


Blue  Hill  Haqnolia   Nortaandx, 


DraKe 


Site 


Acres 

Family  tielocation 

Business  Relocation 

Assessment 

Building  Conditions 

A 
B 
C 
O 

Total 

^  Building  Types 

Commercial 

1  &  2  Family 

3  Family 

Row  or  Apartment 

Proposed  Clearance  of 
Occupied  DU»s  without 
School 


4.3 

4.3 

6 

4.3 

4.3 

80 

72 

40 

61 

12 

14 

3 

1 

14 

2 

250,000 

200, 

OOO 

140 

,000 

240,000 

170,000 

9 

24 
5 
0 

38 


5 
3 

21 
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1 
22 
12 

1 

36 


1 
13 
10 
12 


40 
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14 
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4 
7 


30 
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Housing  Condition  &  Kelocation 

The  two  sites  which  have  the  least  residential  clearance  ar« 
the  Grove  Hall  and  Devon  and  Normandy  sites.   The  Grove  Hall  site 
will  only  displace  twelve  occupied  DU's.   The  heaviest  relocation 
would  be  encountered  on  the  Creston  Street  site  east  of  Blue  Hill 
Avenue.   The  eighty  occupied  units  involved  on  Creston  Street  are 
mostly  triple-deckers  and  apartment  houses  in  B  condition.   The 
site  west  of  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  adjacent  to  Drake's,  is  less  densely 
occupied  and  the  housing  there  is  predominantly  two-family  frame 
structures  in  B  condition.   Both  the  Drake  and  Creston  Street  sites 
displace  approximately  fourteen  small  retail  shops  al >ng  blue  Hill 
Avenue,   In  the  Drake  site  the  housing  above  the  stores  is  in  C 
condition  and  may  merit  clearance  whether  a  school  was  built  on 
this  site  or  not.   The  stores  on  the  Creston  Street  site  are  in 
B  condition  and  would  remain  if  the  site  were  not  used  for  a  school. 

The  site  adjacent  to  the  Boulevard,  although  clearing  72  units, 
involves  takings  of  forty  DU's  which  would  be  cleared  in  any  event 
because  of  the  new  crosstown  right-of-way.   The  boulevard  site  has 
the  heaviest  concentration  of  C  condition  buildings  and  the  build- 
ing typesof   this  site  are  mostly  apartments  and  triple-decKers, 

The  houses  on  the  Devon  and  Normandy  site  are  apartments  and 
three-deckers  in  C  and  B  condition. 
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A  review  of  five  pocsiblc  sites  for  thcEo  t\io   cchools  v;as 
held  Tuesday  morning,  Doccrr.bcr  S,   Leo,  O'Brien,  Pear,  Tcitcher, 
Dlackc'cu,  Griffith,  Karp  and  Stainton  were  present. 

Tlie  following  acreements  were  reached, 

1.  The  site  on  the  East  side  of  Blue  Hill  v;as  ellTiiuatcd. 
It  requires  greater  e>::x>onsG  ancl  higher  relocation  thsn 
tot   the  other  cites  ::iXi6.   offers  no  particular  advantage. 

2.  The  Devon,  and  Morrr.andy  site  v;as  eliminated  bccauce  it 
did  not  fit  in  v/ith  a  tvro  school  distribution  pattern. 
Instead,  it  is  rccorr-Tx-nded  as  nuch  a©  possible  of  the 
site  be  developed  for  housing , 

3.  The  Grove  rial!  site  v/as  agreed  upon  although  the  exact 
placement  of  the  school  and  other  new  uses  will  require 
further  study. 

4.  It  vas  agreed  that  the  rcconyrnendsd  site  for  the  cecond 
school  should  Lo  either  the  Blue  liill  Site  adjacent  to 
Drakes  or  the  Boulevard- Kagnolia  Street  Site,   (see 
discussion  beiov?) . 

5.  Campbell  Intermedia to  School  ehould  be  served  by  an  en- 
larged Ceylon  Street  Play-.jround  -with  a  connection  provided 
between  CcuT.pbell  and  the  playground, 

Kuch  of  the  discussion  revolved  aroun-l  +-h<s  relative 
advantages  of  the  Blue  Hill  Site  adjacent  to  Drake's 
and  the  alternative  Boulevard  and  I"!agnolia  site,   Ko 
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R,  Kov;land 
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consensus  was  rc-achccl.   Pear  supports  the  £luc  Hill  Site 
because  cf  its  greater  contriality  and  It'ecaucc  o£  his 
objection  to  locating  a  school  on  tlie  Eouievard.   Tiie 
Design  Staff  prcfcri:  the  Boulevcrd  and  I'vacjnolia  Site 
feeling  that  the  difference  in  ccntrality  is  not  signifi- 
cant (both  schools  have  no  nore  than  a  quarter  nile  rorvico 
radius)  and  that  to  co  a  cood  jpb  at  the  Dluo  llill  Eito 
also  irr.GanE  acquiring  Drake's  and  semes  a3iutting  cor.::.iorcial 
property.   Thin  they  are  against. 

As  indicated  by  the  enclosed  table  the  Blue  Hill  Site 
requires  an  additional  61  housing  units  of  relocation 
houcing.  The  Boulovard  and  Magnolia  Site  requires  32 
units  of  relocation  housing  over  and  above  e::isting  • 
clearance  already  proposed. 
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John  Stalnton 


R-50/School  Enrollments 


In  reference  to  your  memo  390 » 

Enclosed  is  a  dated  version  of  the  material  previously 
suksnitted. 

In  regard  to  your  last  point  -  the  general  statement  can 
be  made  that  overcrowding  of  present  schools  to  remain  will  be 
eliminated.   The  School  Department  could  also  do  it  immediately 
if  they  were  willing  to  shift  pupils  around  a  bit.   The  figures 
show  there  is  enough  existing  capacity  in  each  project  area 
(except  for  a  slight  shortage  in  North  Dorchester)  to  handle 
all  of  the  children.   One  reason  (there  are  probably  others) 
that  they  don't  shift  students  is  that  they  have  a  different 
definition  of  overcrowding  than  we  (Sargent)  have. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  existing  and  projected 
enrollments  and  capacities  for  elementary  schools. 


Area 


1964  En- 
rollment 


Capacity 


%  Over- 
crowded 
by  Dist. 


1970  K-5 
Enrollment 


Capacity 


Lower  Roxbury  1484 
Highland  Park  1211 
No.  Dorchester  3721 


1535 
1250 
3666 


1.5X 


1457 
4770 


1550 
4940 


*A11  remaining  enrollments  transferred  to  Highland  Park 
and  North  Dorchester. 
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1964  School    Enrollments 


and   ".Overcrowding    in    the    Roxbury   G*    H«    N.    P' 


» 


1964 

Per  Cent 

Project 

=^chool 
Elementary 

Enrollment 

Capacity* 

Overcrowded 

Lower  Roxbury 

Palmer 

216 

190 

14% 

Davis 

355 

275 

29^ 

Mason 

356 

430 

-- 

Bacon 

303 

310 

— 

Gray 
Junior  High 

234 

/4?f 

330 

— 

i52S 

Tirailty 

744 

830 

— 

Highland  Park 

Elementary 

Dudley 

315 

390 

__ 

Dillavjay 

361 

370 

— 

Hale 

390 

300 

30/^ 

May 
Elementary 

145 

190 
1  X^O 

— 

N.  Dorchester 

\Mt 

Dearborn 

841 

840 

_. 

Emerson 

405 

350 

16% 

Baker 

679 

710 

-— 

Hawthorne 

244 

280 

-- 

Winthrop 

400 

546 

— 

Brooks 

615 

510 

21,^ 

Dickerraan 

527 

430 

25% 

Junior  High 

t572>/ 

BC.6(^ 

Campbell 

824 

1140 

— 

High  School 

Burke  for 

Girls  1486 

1200 

24% 

Other 

^ 


B,    Sch.    of    Bus.    743 


745 


^>«^<-^  t-,-v' 


/^-,r-      tJiuJ^^Mjat   ^o/, 


•tr- 
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Washington   Park 


Howe 

438 

300 

^^ 

Lewis 

627 

840 

■■  •■ 

Boardman 

73 

230 

^  ^ 

Higginson 

300 

300 

__ 

Williams 

74 

130 



Garrison 

780 

690 

13% 

Ellis  &  Annex 

820 

640 

28% 
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